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PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions
and papers were laid on the Clerk’s desk
and referred as follows:

826. By the SPEAKER: Petition of Mr.
Jerry Robert Leon, Vacaville, Calif., relative
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to redress of grievances; to the Committee
on Armed Bervices.

327. Also, petition of the City Council of
Chicago, Ill., relative to insurance for all
property owners; to the Committee on Bank-
ing and Currency.

328. Also, petition of Henry Stoner, Erie,
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Pa., relative to life tenure for U.S, judges; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

329. Also, petition of Board of Supervisors,
county of Butte, Calif., relative to Federal
participation in welfare payments to non-
residents; to the Committee on Ways and
Means,

SENATE—Monday, May 27,

The Senate met at 12 o’clock noon,
and was called to order by the President
pro tempore.

Rev. Moushegh Der Kaloustian, pastor,
Armenian Apostolic Holy Trinity Church,
Worcester, Mass., offered the following
prayer:

Almighty God, in whose power and
guidance the destinies of all nations
unfold, we thank Thee for Thy blessings
richly bestowed on our beloved country,
the United States of America—for the
priceless gift of freedom, for the abun-
dance of fruits of the earth.

May You confirm in wisdom all those
who share the burden of leadership
throughout the world. May Thy gifts of
counsel and fortitude enhance this great
land, which, since its unique establish-
ment as one nation under God, indivisi-
ble, has served as a beacon of courage
and of hope for the subject masses of the
world. Enow Ye, O Lord, that those who
govern this great country bear ever
greater burdens in these troubled times,
and grant them the beneficence of Thy
presence.

On this day which is so meaningful for
Armenian-Americans, we commemorate
the independence of Armenia which was
to last but a brief moment in history.
Grant, O Lord, to the Armenian nation,
that ancient citadel of faith and courage,
the strength to await the sacred day
when mankind will erase the memories of
tyranny and will restore to every state
of the captive world the God-given right
of liberty. We who have crossed the
oceans to freedom proudly observe this
historic 50th anniversary of the found-
ing of the Armenian Republic in a spirit
of pride, thanksgiving, and prayer.

And, O Lord, we humbly beseech You
to guide and protect the United States of
America and bestow upon its people the
gift of Your enlightenment. May Thy
word be heard in this hallowed Chamber
of democracy, and may the message of
freedom exemplified by its deliberations
resound throughout the earth. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the reading of
the Journal of the proceedings of Fri-
day, May 24, 1968, be dispensed with.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT—
APPROVAL OF BILLS

Messages in writing from the President
of the United States were communicated
to the Senate by Mr. Geisler, one of his
secretaries, and he announced that on
May 24, 1968, the President had approved
and signed the following acts:
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B8.528. An act to place in trust status cer-
tain lands on the Wind River Indian Reserva-
tion in Wyoming;

8.2531. An act to designate the SBan Ga-
briel Wilderness. Angeles National Forest, in
the State of California; and

B8.3033. An act to Increase the authoriza-
tion for appropriation for continuing work in
the Missourl River Basin by the Secretary of
the Interior.

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED

As in executive session,

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be-
fore the Senate messages from the Presi-
dent of the United States submitting
sundry nominations, and withdrawing
the nomination of Noah C. Adkins to be
postmaster at Jackson, Ky., which nomi-
nating messages were referred to the ap-
propriate committees.

(For nominations this day received,
see the end of Senate proceedings.)

WAIVER OF CALL OF THE CALENDAR

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the call of the
legislative calendar, under rule VIII, be
dispensed with.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

LIMITATION ON STATEMENTS DUR-
ING TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE
MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr, President, I ask
unanimous consent that statements in
relation to the transaction of routine
mtc;ming business be limited to 3 min-
utes.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

SUBCOMMITTEE MEETING DURING
SENATE SESSION

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Permanent
Subcommittee on Investigations of the
Committee on Government Operations
be authorized to meet during the session
of the Senate today.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

THE REVEREND KALOUSTIAN
Mr. BROOKE. Mr. President, it is a

great honor for me to welcome to the
Senate today the Reverend Father
Moushegh Der Kaloustian. Father
Kaloustian had an outstanding career
as a religious leader and scholar in his
native Palestine before coming to this
country in 1959. After serving for sev-
eral years in Racine, Wis., Father Kal-
oustian has now chosen to settle in
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Worcester, Mass., where his contribution
to his church and to the community at
large has been commendable.

Father Kaloustian speaks to us today
as a representative of the Armenian peo-
ple. For over 2,000 years, the freedom-
loving people of Armenia have struggled
against oppression. First came the con-
quests of ancient empires, then of neigh-
boring belligerents; now, their land is
under Soviet rule.

The crowning achievement of the Ar-
menian people was the establishment of
the independent Republic of Armenia on
May 28, 1918.

Their Republic was unfortunately
short lived. Forced to accept incorpora-
tion into the Soviet Union, the coura-
geous Armenian people have nevertheless
striven to preserve their national cul-
ture against the onslaughts of uniform
Communist control. In this continuing
struggle, the achievement of national
unification and independence a half cen-
tury ago is both a symbol of Armenian
love for freedom and self-determination,
and a promise and hope for the future
that the Armenian people will eventu-
ally join the free and peaceful countries
glf the world as a fully independent na-

on.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there
further morning business?

Mr., MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
clerk will call the roll.

‘The bill clerk proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. HART
in the chair). Without objection, it is so
ordered.

THAT OMNIBUS CRIME CONTROL
AND SAFE STREETS BILL AS
PASSED IN THE SENATE SHOULD
BE DRASTICALLY CHANGED IN
CONFERENCE OR VETOED BY
PRESIDENT JOHNSON

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President,
in my judgment, when the so-called
Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets
Act returns to the Senate after the con-
ferees for the House of Representatives
have worked it over, its own mother will
not recognize it, and I hope I am right
in that conclusion.

Because of a previous commitment, I
was unable to be in the Senate Chamber
last Thursday evening for the final vote
on this legislative proposal. Immediately
prior to that vote, I was recorded as
opposed to the bill, and had I been pres-
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ent I would have joined four of my col-
leagues in casting my vote against it.

The hill does contain some meritorious
features in that it provides a watered-
down gun-control proposal which places
some restrictions on mail-order traffic in
firearms other than rifles and shotguns,
and some features of the safe streets
measure recommended by the President.
I favored and do favor enactment of a
more stringent gun-control law and so
voted when amendments were offered.
More important is the fact that it is
also one of the most serious attacks in
our Nation’s history against individual
privacy and the concept of due process of
law. Under the guise of providing law en-
forcement assistance, the bill, as passed
by the Senate, would overturn recent Su-
preme Court decisions protecting civil
liberties of individual citizens and per-
mit more widespread wiretapping and
greater use of electronic eavesdropping
devices by law enforcement officials.

Mr. President, I am hopeful that those
provisions in titles IT and III in the bill
passed by the Senate will be eliminated
in conference. I hope and believe when
the conferees of the House of Repre-
sentatives are finished with their con-
sideration of this unconstitutional bill
that a large majority of Senators sup-
ported, these fathers will not know their
offspring when consideration is resumed
in this Chamber. If not, I shall strongly
urge the President to veto this measure
which would restrict and gravely en-
danger the ecivil liberties and eivil rights
of all Americans. Those sections of the
bill that actually pertain to law enforce-
ment and to gun control could then be
enacted into law through a separate leg-
islative proposal.

Mr. President, I made a rather lengthy
speech expressing my opposition to sec-
tions of this bill on May 13, and at that
time stated that if those provisions seek-
ing to override Supreme Court decisions
and also provisions permitting wiretap-
ping were not eliminated I could not in
good conscience vote for the bill. I was
greafly reassured of the soundness of
my position when last Thurday I re-
ceived a letter from a distinguished judge
of a UBS. circuit court of appeals, an
outstanding jurist and legal scholar for
whom I have the greatest respect and
hold in high admiration. This jurist
wrote me as follows:

I have read with the greatest possible in-
terest your speech In the CONGRESSIONAL
Recorp for May 13 which your office for-
warded to me.

I am strongly in accord with the views you
expressed. It has become the fashion for lazy
cops and other enforcement officlals to spend
more time heaping coals on the Supreme
Court than In attempting to perform their
duties in a constitutional manner, as more
and more honest officials are admitting. In-
cidentally, I particularly liked your state-
ment that certaln punishment must follow
commission of a crime “like a shadow.”

For obvious reasons I am withholding
the name of this Federal judge, but any
of my colleagues who wish to do so are
free to read his letter.

Mr. President, the bill as passed by the
Senate presents a grave threat to the
basic principles on which our Nation
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was founded—to our basic concept of
separation of powers, to Federal suprem-
acy, to judicial independence—in short,
to our most cherished ideas of justice
and the rule of law. A great blow would
be struck against individal freedom and
liberty were this bill to be enacted into
law in the form as passed in the Senate
last Thursday.

EFFORTS OF THE ADMINISTRATION
TO DEFEAT THE TAX BILL

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres-
ident, in recent days I have been discuss-
ing the backstage lobbying by the John-
son administration to defeat the tax bill
calling for the $6 billion expenditure
reduction.

In the May 20, 1968, issue of Barron’s
there appears an article calling attention
to the manner in which the White House
was mobilizing its liberal followers in
Congress to defeat a tax bill calling for $6
billion of cutbacks in fiscal 1969, in lieu
of the $4 billion which the Chief Execu-
tive considered acceptable and possibly
capable of circumvention.

This article points out how heretofore
the Johnson administration has been
trying to blame the Congress for its de-
lay but that now as a result of “such
shabby politicking” Lyndon B. Johnson
has destroyed the image of fiscal integ-
rity his underlings had tried to present
abroad.

I ask unanimous consent that this ar-
ticle in its entirety be printed in the
REcorp, and at the same time I urge the
administration to stop its backstage lob-
bying to defeat this bill and publicly an-
nounce its position.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

[From Barron's, May 20, 1968]

U.S. credibility also suffered last week from
the conflict between the White House and
Ccngresslonal leaders rega.rdlng economy in
federal spending. Treasury and Federal Re-
serve spokesmen used to pretend to foreign
creditors that the executive branch, unlike
the legislators, stood for fiscal restraint. Last
week, however, the White House mobilized
its “liberal” followers in Congress to defeat
a tax bill calling for $6 billlon of cutbacks
in fiscal 1969, in lieu of the $4 billion which
the Chlef Executive considers acceptable and
possibly capable of circumvention. The Pres-
ident’s maneuvering thus succeeded in jeop-
ardizing a Congressional majority for the
tax increase which he ostensibly advocates.
Hence the tax bill will come to a vote only
next month, if ever. By such shabby politick-
ing Lyndon B. Johnson has destroyed the
image of fiscal integrity his underlings had
tried to present abroad, thereby augmenting
the distrust with which foreigners eye the
U.S. dollar,

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres-
ident, I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the REcorp an article entitled
“Tax Increase, Spending Cut Plan
Feared Catastrophic to U.S. Jobs,” writ-
ten by Joseph Young, and published in
the Washington Sunday Star of May 19,
1968.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorb,
as follows:
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[From the Washington Sunday Star, May 19,
1968]

TAXx INCREASE, SPENDING CUT PLAN FEARED
CaTasTROPHIC TO U.S. JOBS
(By Joseph Young)

The tax increase-spending cut bill in its
present form would have a “catastrophic”
effect on government employment, Civil
Service Commission and other government
personnel and management officials declare.

An employment cut of more than 500,000
jobs would be a distinct possibility if the
present budget-cutting provisions prevail,
the officials say.

They also contend that the government
would be forced to hire additional contrac-
tor-furnished personnel and replace many
civillans with military men if the civilian
employment ceilings in the bill remain.

The House-Senate conferees report would
impose a 2.3 million federal employment cell-
ing instead of the present 2.6 million ceiling,
It provides for agencies to reduce the number
of jobs by only fillilng three out of four va-
cancies that occur from normal job turnover.
Not even the Defense Department or the Post
Office Department is exempted.

This is supposed to be a “palnless” way of
reducing the number of jobs without any
adverse effect on present employes.

However, agency officials say that in order
to carry out the varlous programs that they
are required to perform under law, they
would have to get around the personnel ceil-
ings by hiring contractor-furnished person-
nel.

Also, in the Defense Department, officials
say that in order to carry out the support
activities of the Vietnam War, soldiers would
have to be assigned to civilian jobs that
otherwise would be vacant.

All this would be bad enough. But officials
point out that the $6 billlon expenditures
reduction ordered in the conference report
would mean the elimination of at least sev-
eral hundred thousand additional civilian
jobs.

And much of this reduction would have to
come from firing present employes, they say.

Administration officials contend that the 86
billlon cut can only be made from “con-
trollable” activities which cost about #39
billion.

Based on past “meat ax" budget cuts that
government agencies have had to absorb
through the years, personnel is the most vul-
nerable of all activities when it comes to ab-
sorbing such cuts.

Services to the public would be curtailed
only as a last resort.

Therefore, jobs are eliminated, promotions
postponed, travel expenses drastically re-
duced. Also, work production standards are
increased.

Federal officials are worried that some of
their brightest young people, many of them
college graduates, would be caught in reduc-
tions-in-force. This is because they have the
least seniority and many of them do not
have veterans preference.

This also would play havoe with the gov-
ernment’s recruitment program among col-
lege students and graduates.

One federal recruiter sald, “It's dificult
enough as it is for the government to com-
pete with industry in getting the best tal-
ent among college graduates. But now it's
going to be even tougher, because the college
graduates are going to hesitate even more
about going into something which offers
shaky job security at best.”

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres-
ident, I wish to read two paragraphs
from the article to which I have just
referred:

The tax increase-spending cut bill in its

present form would have a “catastrophic”
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effect on government employment, Civil Serv-
ice Commission and other government per-
sonnel and management officials declare.

An employment cut of more than 500,000
jobs would be a distinct possibility if the
present budget-cutting provisions prevail, the
officials say.

Mr. President, the bill does not provide
an employment cut of a half million jobs.
They know that. If that were true, then
on an $8,000 minimum cost per job there
would be a savings of $4 billion on jobs
alone out of the $6 billion.

Then the article goes on to state that
“much of this reduction would have to
come from firing of present employees.”
That is just not true. No employee would
have to be fired. The reduction would be
achieved by hiring only one out of each
four vacancies.

I suggest that the administration not
only stop such backstage lobbying but
also read the recent bill entitled “Truth
in Lending.” I suggest that it is time the
administration give us some truth in
government,

Mr. President, I next ask unanimous
consent to have printed in the REcorp an
article “Ease Cutbacks, Agencies Ask,”
written by Jerry Kluttz, published in the
Washington Post, of May 19, 1968.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REcCORD,
as follows:

[From the Washington Post, May 19, 1968]
EasE CUTBACKS, AGENCIES ASK
(By Jerry Eluttz)

The Congressional job-cut rider threatens
an estimated 325,000 Federal jobs and goes
much deeper than officlals had originally
suspected.

Officials are imploring members of Con-
gress to soften the provision in the Senate-
House conference report to boost Federal
taxes and reduce Government spending.
They contend vital public services would be
crippled and civillan employe support of the
Vietnam war would be hampered if the rider
becomes fully effective.

They also argue that agencies would have
no choice but to use military personnel to
do civilian jobs and to contract out work to
private concerns to accomplish missions re-
quired of them by law. They say the rider,
when fully effective, would threaten these
major job cuts:

More than 150,000 jobs in the Defense De-
partment. This is the approximate number
of new regular employes hired since July,
1966, by Army, Navy and the Air Force to
support the war in Vietnam. More than half
of the new civillans replaced military per-
sonnel who had civillan-type positions and
the military were reassigned to Vietnam and
other such strictly military slots.

About 55,000 jobs in the Post Office De-
partment were added since July, 1966, to
handle the growing volume of mail.

More than 12,000 jobs in the Department
of Health, Education and Welfare which
were added since July, 1966, to man Medicare
and the broadened Social Security, health,
education and weliare programs.

The provision in the conference report
would allow Federal agencies to fill only 76
per cent of their regular full-time jobs that
are vacated until the overall employment
level of June, 1966, is reached.

Budget Director Charles Zwick would be
given the unwanted task of allocating vacant
jobs among Federal agencles to allow some
of them to fill more than 756 percent of their
vacant positions and smaller percentages by
others.

Officials estimate there are about 245,000
more regular jobs now than there were In
June, 1966, when they numbered 2,365,000.
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The job-cut provision would gradually elim-
inate a like number of positions.

But a study shows that the number now
2,610,000, is “deflated” by about 30,000, and
under agency job ceilings as of June 30 by
the same number,

Nearly all of these jobs, officials explain, are
accounted for by agency commitments to
hire graduates from this year's graduating
classes in colleges, universities and high
schools.

If agencies carry through on their
promises and hire the graduates for full-
time jobs, as many of them now plan to do,
they will be faced with making offsetting job
cuts under the conference report.

Finally, the provision would have the effect
of canceling the President's recommenda-
tion in his budget for funds to hire an ad-
ditional 45,000 regular employes, Even if
Congress approved funds for all of these
jobs—which it won't—offsetting job cuts
would would have to be made under the
rider. So the gross number of jobs threatened
by the conference report is about 325,000.

Only two major agencies, the Justice De-
partment and the National Aeronautics and
Space Agency have fewer full-time employes
today than they had in June, 1966. They are
prepared to argue that the Congressional
provision isn't almed at them and that
they should not be forced to make new job
cutbacks under it.

There are no agency exemptions to the
requirement in the report that one of every
four jobs vacated must be abolished. Agen-
cies are seeking to persuade Congress to ex-
empt from the provision jobs wvacated by
transfer, retirement and the like.

For the Record: A Federal employe by the
name of “Robert Bates” signed the Vietnam
peace petition, and it has brought “personal
embarrassment to Robert B. Bates, an em-
ploye of the Civil Service Commission who did
not sign.

CSC’'s Bates wrote his Congressman, Rep.
Harvey G. Machen (D-Md.), that had he
signed the petition I would consider myself
to be a disgrace to myself, to CSC, and to my
country.” Machen placed Bates’ letter in The
Congressional Record.

Bates further said, “It appears to me that
the intended effect of this petition is to as-
sist the Communists in taking over South
Vietnam. This is an act to which I most cer-
tainly would not wish to be a party.”

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware, Mr. Presi-
dent, the article to which I have just re-
ferred is along the same line. Kluttz
points out that the agencies are lobbying
and stating that cutbacks in their agen-
cies would be disastrous.

Mr. President, I now ask unanimous
consent to have printed in the Recorp an
article entitled “Showdown on Tax Bill
Postponed,” published in the Journal of
Commerce on May 21, 1968.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

[From the Journal of Commerce,
May 21, 1968]

SHOWDOWN oN Tax Biurn PosTPONED—FLOOR
Vorte 1¥n HoUsE Now NoT ANTICIPATED UN-
TIL AFTER JUNE 18

(By Stanley Wilson)

WasHINGTON, May 20.—The floor showdown
in the House of Representatives on the flscal
restraint bill has been postponed again, re-
Hable informants sald today—this time from
early June until some point shortly after
June 18.

It may be that the House Democratic
leadership had the latter date in mind all
along when they announced last week that
the floor vote on the bill would not take place
“before’” Memorial Day. However, the press
has been interpreting the announcement as
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meaning the bill would come up for a floor
vote “early’ in June.

AFTER PRIMARIES END

The reason why the leaders have decided
to walt until after June 18 is that, as one
source puts it, “to all intents and purposes”
the season of primary elections ends on that
date with a statewide New York primary.
Members of Congress don't want to face those
primary contests against aspiring would-be
congressmen just after voting for an increase
in taxes.

The Senate, where the fiscal package stands
a better chance of being ratified than in the
House, will postpone a floor vote on it until
after the House has made its decision, If the
House should reject the bill, it might go back
to conference for further changes and per-
haps disappear into limbo there. The senators
don’t want to make the political sacrifice of
voting for a tax increase if later House re-
jection makes it of no avall.

Although only two or three weeks differ-
ence would appear to be involved, this small
time span is important for several reasons,
both to the financial markets and to the
international monetary system.

So far as the monetary system is con-
cerned, the extension of uncertainty about
the ultimate fate of the tax bill could se-
verely tax the patience of foreign central
banks. They are not experts in weighing the
intentions of Congress. The current renewal
of gold market activity and the uncertainty
already engendered about the tax Increase
has caused dollars to flood into the German
and other central banks, straining interna-
tional monetary cooperation.

However, so long as the French students
and workers agitation keeps the franc soft,
some pressure ls off the dollar. Also, caplitol
hill sources see the bill extending U.S. ratifi-
cation of the “paper gold” agreement getting
out of the Senate Foreign Relations Com-
mittee before Memorial Day. Despite gold
producing state senators powerful opposition,
they expect that early June will bring final
congressional approval of this measure. Such
approval will to some extent offset the uncer-
tainty about the fiscal bill.

Largely out of fear of a gold stampede,
Ways and Means Chairman Wilbur Mills (D-
Ark.) is believed to have made the decision
last week to postpone floor action on the tax
increase until after the primaries. Informed
sources say he now lacks 56 votes of the 218
needed to pass the tax increase. In a public
appearance in Edmundson, Okla., over the
weekend he sald he was not going to bring
the bill to the floor until he was sure he had
the votes to pass it.

If he is waiting for certainty on the tally
that could concelvably imply a delay well be-
yond June 18, and therefore the delay itself
might eventually bring on the very gold rush
he is trying to avoid by postponing the vote.

In any event, the effect of the delay merely
until the end of the third week in June will
pinch financial markets considerably. For
they were already expecting severe demands
for money at that particular point in time
even assuming passage of the tax increase
early next month.

On June 15, money market banks will have
to roll over large-denomination certificates
of deposit in an amount estimated to be at
least $3 billion.

On June 19, the Export-Import Bank here
had been planning to borrow $500 million in
cash. The Treasury Department was expected
by the market to come in for $2 billion in
new cash late in June. Finally, as June 15 is
a corporate tax date and normally banks
would supply corporations with around $2
billion in cash at that time to replace cash
used in tax payments.

A federal debt management official, in-
formed that the tax increase vote probably
would be postponed until June 18, said “Oh,
no!"

However, he rallied and pointed out that
the Treasury Department's cash position was
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such that it could stay out of the market. It
also would be able to feed some $3 billion in
cash into the market in late June, via Treas-
ury tax anticipation bills maturing June 24
and cashed in by the investors holding them.

Despite this easing of the strain upon the
banking system and the money markets,
there is still some risk of demand for money
pressing so hard upon interest yields in the
open market that large amounts of money
will be drawn out of banks and thrift institu-
tlons. This “disintermediation” would
threaten their ability to function.

However, the Federal Reserve Board could
compensate for the lack of fiscal action by
supplying banks with funds through the
discount windows and by buying Treasury
bills in the open market.

In about three days the small print of the
House and Senate agreement of two weeks
ago to cut spending $6 billion and raise taxes
by #10 billion will be published in the con-
ference report. Capitol Hill sources notes
suspiciously that the report has been
curiously slow in emerging. However, when
the details are out they are as likely to lose
votes for the fiscal package as gain them.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Presi-
dent, I call attention to one paragraph of
the article which states:

AFTER PRIMARIES END

The reason why the leaders have decided to
walt until after June 18 Is that, as one source
puts it, “to all intents and purposes” the
season of primary elections ends on that date
with a statewide New York primary. Mem-
bers of Congress don't want to face those
primary contests against aspiring would-be
congressmen just after voting for an increase
in taxes.

Mr. President, I most respectfully sug-
gest that any Member of Congress who
is worthy of reelection, from either
political party, should be man enough to
stand up and answer a rollcall on this
bill before the primaries as well as after
his nomination, and if anyone is too
cowardly to face this responsibility he
does not deserve nomination or election.
That statement goes for candidates in
both parties.

It is time for the administration and
the Congress to recognize that our
country is faced with a serious financial
crisis. It is time for Members of both
Houses of Congress to stand up and be
counted. I appeal again to the admin-
istration and to the leaders in the House
of Representatives to bring this bill to
a showdown vote. Let us get action on it
before it is too late. This delay has had
a direct effect on increasing interest
rates.

Mr. President, to show how desperate
the situation is getting I ask unanimous
consent to have printed in the Recorp an
article entitled “Fannie Mae Gets 6.96
Percent Yield at ‘Auction’ Indicating
Lenders Expect Higher Returns,” pub-
lished in the Wall Street Journal of
May 21, 1968.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recoro,
as follows:

[From the Wall Street Journal, May 21, 1968]
FANNIE MAE GETs 6.96 PERCENT YIELD AT

“AvcTION,” INDICATING LENDERS EXPECT

HIGHER RETURNS—YIELDS SPURTED ON

TREASURY BILLS AT LATEST AUCTION—AVER-

AGE RETURN CLIMEBED TO REcORD 5.847 PER-

CENT ON 13-WEEK IssUuE, 5.995 PERCENT ON

26 WEEEKS—TIGHT CREDIT SEEN AS CAUSE

WasHINGTON.—Mortgage lenders expect
higher interest returns just ahead than they
did a week ago, results of the Federal Na~-
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tional Mortgage Assoclation’s latest weekly
“auction” indicate.

The agency agreed to pay an average price
of $94.76 per $100 of outstanding balance on
mortgages submitted during a 90-day com-
mitment period, down from 95.59 the week
before. The price applies to 63, % Iinterest-
rate-ceiling loans that are insured by the
Federal Housing Administration or backed by
the Veterans Administration, and provides a
net yleld to Fannie Mae of 6.96%.

The extent to which prices are below face
values determines the actual interest yield to
the investor in mortgages on the secondary,
or resale, market; roughly, Fannie Mae fig-
ures its Interest return is raised by one-
elghth percentage point by each 1 per $100
price discount.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware, Mr. Pres-
ident, the article to which I have just re-
ferred points out that the Federal Gov-
ernment paid 5.99 percent on 26-week
bills, while the yield to FNMA is as high
as 6.96 percent.

Mr. President, I also ask unanimous
consent to have printed in the ReEcorp an
article entitled “Indianapolis P. & L.
Accepts Cost of 7.067 Percent, Record
Rate for Comparable Utility Issues,”
published in the Wall Street Journal of
May 21, 1968.

This is the highest interest rates for a
comparable bond in 100 years.

The year 1968 will go down in history
as the year of Johnson’s high interest
rates.

What a record for a man who was a
leading critic of the interest rates under
the Eisenhower administration when
top rates were around 4 percent.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

[From the Wall Street Journal, May 21, 1968]
InpiaNaPoLIS P, & L. Acceprrs Cost OF 7.067

PERCENT RECORD RATE FOR COMPARABLE

UTiuiry ISSUE

NeEw York.—Interest rates have soared to
the highest levels in history for public utility
companies borrowing on bonds to help finance
their construction programs.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, this article refers to a record
rate for comparable utilities.

The interest rates now paid by the
Federal Government are over 6 percent.
The time is long overdue for action on
this bill by Congress. To avoid another
crisis I appeal for action by Congress
before this session adjourns for the Me-
morial Day holiday.

Mr, MANSFIELD, Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I call
to the attention of the Senator a front-
page article published in the Los Angeles
Times of Friday, May 24, 1968.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator from Delaware has
expired.

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senator
from Delaware may proceed for 3 addi-
tional minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. MANSFIELD. The article is en-
titled, “Treasury Pays Highest Interest
Since Civil War.”

The article reads as follows:

The Treasury Department Thursday set the
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highest rate since the Civil War to borrow
money for its operations.

A sale of Treasury securities produced rates
above 6% for only the second time in modern
history. The previous high in this century
came during the tight money period of 1966.

In a reflection of the current period of
tightening credit, the Treasury said it was
forced to pay an average yleld of 6.086% to
sell 500 million in bills maturing in nine
months. This was up from 5.665% at the April
sale.

The fact that the Treasury had to pay
such a high rate on tax-free bonds means
that businesses and individuals will have to
pay even higher interest charges on their
borrowing.

The previous high in this century was
6.039% on a Sept. 19, 1966, sale of securities
maturing in six months.

Officlals said the department pald 7.3%
on some of the securities it sold in 1864 and
1865.

Thus, Mr. President, this is another
indication of the straits this great coun-
try has reached in an economic sense and
emphasizes the need for action on the
tax bill which has been reported from
conference and which, I understand, the
House will take up on Wednesday but
with a $4 billion limitation on expense
cuts. I would hope that if that does not
succeed, the conference report, which
calls for a $6 billion limitation in ex-
penditures, would be acted on after the
Memorial Day layover.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I thank
the Senator. I join him in emphasizing
the importance of prompt action. We
have already dillydallied too long.

REPLENISHING IDA

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, an
editorial published in the Washington
Evening Star of May 25, 1968, commented
quite favorably in support of S. 3378,
which provides for participation by the
United States in the second replenish-
ment of the International Development
Association—IDA.

The developing nations eligible to re-
ceive IDA credits contain more than a
billion of the population of the free
world. The standard of living in these
nations is deplorably low. Help where it
is most needed can be rendered through
IDA to these nations during the next 3
years, if the fund is properly replenished.
While these are long term, non-interest-
bearing “soft” loans, it is appropriate to
remember that all IDA projects receive
the same able financial treatment from
the International Bank for Reconstruc-
tion and Development—the World
Bank—as to other or regular loans ad-
ministered by the Bank.

IDA projects are designed to give a
higher standard of living in education,
agriculture, transportation and in other
ways. No recipient of IDA funds has at-
tempted to divert these funds to other
purposes.

IDA loans involve self-help. While they
are guaranteed by the borrowing na-
tions, they do not exclude the involve-
ment of private enterprise.

For every dollar furnished by the
United States for IDA, the cooperating
nations furnish three. The self-help in-
volved in these loans generates local
capital. By arrangements with the co-
operating nations, the replenishment of
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IDA will have no effect on the balance of
payments for the next 3 years.

I ask unanimous consent to have the
editorial printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the editori-
al was ordered to be printed in the Rec-
ORD, as follows:

[From the Washington Evening Star, May
26, 1968]

REPLENISHING IDA

Since becoming President of the World
Bank last month, former Defense Secretary
Robert S. McNamara has found that one of
the institution’s chief immediate needs is to
replenish the resources of the International
Development Association.

The IDA is a vital subsidiary of the 107-
nation bank. Its membership is made up of
the United States and 18 other economically
advanced countries. Since its formation in
1960—on the basis of an idea originating
in our Congress—it has been doing an ex-
cellent job in promoting the development of
very poor nations that cannot afford the
bank’s conventional “hard” loans in terms of
interest rates and periods for repayment.

Some 38 such countries have borrowed
about $1.7 billlon from IDA since the begin-
ning of its lending operations in 1961. The
loans are “soft.” The only interest charge
on them is a service fee of less than 1 percent
a year, and they extend for periods of over
half a century. All the projects involved,
however, are subject to the same admirably
strict standards of appraisal and supervision
that mark the bank's “hard” lending.

IDA’'s problem at the moment is simply
this: All its funds are committed to projects
already in motion. More money is now
needed to get additional programs started
in the backward lands. The group has voted
that the replenishment should amount to
$400 million annually over the next three
years, with the American contribution add-
ing up to 40 percent of this total.

Several of IDA’s members have already
taken action to get fast legislative approval
for their continuing contribution to the
enterprise. The big question—one that Is
sald to be worrying Mr. McNamara very
much—is whether Congress will authorize
appropriations to support the annual Amer-
ican share of $160 million, which ls indis-
pensable.

Both the House and the Senate, it must
be hoped, will act afirmatively. The bal-
ance-of-payments problem is not involved.
All ies concerned are agreed that none
of the American contribution will be used
except for purchases in the United States
during the three years ending June 30, 1971.

There is this further point: IDA is an in-
strument essential to the future of the
have-not lands now so desperately in need
of progress in agriculture, education and
transportation. Congress will be performing
an enlightened act in voting to grant the
funds requested.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDNG OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr, President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED

The PRESIDING OFFICER announced
that on today, May 27, 1968, the Presi-
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dent pro tempore signed the enrolled
bill (8. 5) to safeguard the economy in
connection with the utilization of credit
by requiring full disclosure of the terms
and conditions of finance charges in
credit transactions or in offers to extend
credit; by restricting the garnishment of
wages; and by creating the National
Commission on Consumer Finance to
study and make recommendations on the
need for further regulations of the con-
sumer finance industry; and for other
purposes, which had previously been
signed by the Speaker of the House of
Representatives.

PETITION

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid before
the Senate a resolution adopted by the
City Council of the City of Camden, N.J.,
remonstrating against adoption of HR.
14474, liberalizing truck size and weight
limits on interstate highways, which was
referred to the Committee on Public
‘Works.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

The following reports of committees
were submitted:

By Mr. GRUENING, from the Committee
on Interlor and Insular Affairs, with an
amendment:

S.224, A bill to provide for the rehabilita-
tion of the Eklutna project, Alaska, and for
other purposes (Rept. No, 1147).

By Mr. MOSS, from the Committee on In-
terlor and Insular Affairs, with amend-
ments:

S. 444. A bill to establish the Flaming Gorge
National Recreation Area In the States of
Utah and Wyoming, and for other purposes
(Rept. No. 1150).

By Mr. BURDICE, from the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs, with amend-
ments:

8. 8073. A bill to promote the economic de-
velopment of the Trust Territory of the
Pacific Islands (Rept. No. 1149); and

S. 3207. A bill to amend sectlon 2 of the
act of June 30, 1954, as amended, providing
for the continuance of civil government for
the Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands
(Rept. No, 1151).

By Mr, FULBRIGHT, from the Committee
on Foreign Relations, with amendments:

8. 1578. A bill to authorize the appropria-
tion for the contribution by the TUnited
States for the support of the International
Union for the Publication of Customs Tar-
iffs (Rept. No. 1148).

EXECUTIVE REPORT OF A
COMMITTEE

As in executive session,

The following favorable report of a
nomination was submitted:

By Mr. RANDOLPH, from the Committee on
Public Works:

Roy T, Sessums, of Louisiana, to be a mem-
ber of the Mississippl River Commission.

BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION
INTRODUCED

Bills and a joint resolution were intro-
duced, read the first time, and, by unani-
mous consent, the second time, and re-
ferred as follows:

By Mr. HART:

8. 3546. A bill to authorize a program of

demonstration projects in preschool educa-
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tion; to the Committee on Labor and Public
Welfare.
By Mr. MAGNUSON:

S. 3547. A bill to amend the Hazardous
Substance Act to provide safe packaging of
toxie household substances in order to pro-
tect children; to the Committee on Com-
merce.

(See the remarks of Mr. MacnUsoN when
he introduced the above bill, which appear
under a separate heading.)

By Mr. MUNDT:

S. 3548. A bill for the relief of Mohan Dou-
latram Asnani and his wife Bina Mohan
Asnani; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. MONDALE:

S. 3549. A bill for the relief of Mr. and
Mrs. Frank Ariss, Charlotte (daughter) and
Crispin (son); to the Committee on the Ju-
diclary.

By Mr. TALMADGE:

5. 3550, A bill for the relief of Nicholas G.
Berryman of Atlanta, Ga.; to the Committee
on the Judiclary.

By Mr. BYRD of West Virginia:

S. 3551. A bill to amend section 3146 of
title 18, United States Code, in order to pro-
vide greater discretion to judicial officers in
connection with the release of certain in-
dividuals charged with noncapital offenses
when their release would pose a danger to
other persons or to a community; and

S. 3552. A bill to amend section 3148(1) of
title 18, United States Code, in order to au-
thorize the denial of bail to certain individ-
uals who are charged with crimes of violence
and who have previously been convicted of
similar crimes; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

By Mr. METCALF (for himself and
Mr. MANSFIELD) :

S. 3553, A bill to amend the act of March
29, 1956 (70 Stat. 62), and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Interior and Insular
Affairs.

By Mr. BYRD of West Virginia (for Mr,
MONTOYA) :

8.J. Res. 174. Joint resolution proposing
an amendment to the Constitution of the
United States relating to residence require-
ments for voting in presidential and wvice
presidential elections and for the selection
of delegates to conventions to consider pro-
posed constitutional amendments; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

(See the remarks of Mr. Byrp of West Vir-
ginia when he introduced the above joint
resolution, which appear under a separate
heading.)

S. 3547T—INTRODUCTION OF BILL—
SAFE PACEKAGING ACT

Mr, MAGNUSON, Mr. President, I in-
troduce, for appropriate reference, the
Safe Packaging Act. This bill will amend
the Hazardous Substances Act to enable
us to control one of our most pressing
medical problems—the accidental poi-
soning of our children—by prevention
through childproof packaging.

Somewhere in the United States at this
very moment, a young child is innocently
exploring his environment—the universe
of sounds, sights, and tastes found right
in his own home. In a few minutes he is
going to poke into the medicine cabinet,
reach into his mother's purse or crawl
under the kitchen sink, find and swallow
a substance which will poison him—a
handful of potent encapsulated drugs, a
highly toxic cleanser or furniture polish,
or an insecticide.

Unfortunately, this is no freak occur-
rence, A child swallows a potential poison
every 60 seconds, 1,400 times a day, 500,-
000 times a year. Four hundred children
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under the age of 5 die each year as a re-
sult of their curiosity, agility, and inno-
cence; and for every child who dies, it is
estimated that 10 to 20 are made seriously
ill,

Beyond the immeasurable human toll,
the pain and suffering exacted by acci-
dental poisoning, is the more tangible
economic burden. Recently a young boy
who swallowed some lye was hospitalized
for 328 days before he died. Total hos-
pital bills were $6,149.85. His medical bills
were $698. His funeral probably cost $125.
The grand total for one accidental poi-
soning was $6,972.85. Although this is the
exceptional case, 27 percent of all poison-
ing cases require extended medical care
beyond the date of the accident. Many
times a child is kept in the hospital over-
night for observation. And it is this first
day of hospital care that is often the
most costly. In addition to this monetary
drain, poison victims are occupying
scarce hospital space—space which
would be freed if these poisonings were
prevented instead of treated.

The health and safety of our children
is clearly a very pressing business on
America’s agenda. In his 1966 consumer
message, President Johnson condemned
the accidental poisoning rate as a “sense-
less and needless tragedy,” and called for
steps to bring a halt to this national
menace. We responded to his pleas by en-
acting the amendments to the Hazardous
Substances Labeling Act to ban the sale
of toys and other children’s items con-
taining hazardous substances; to author-
ize the Secretary of Health, Education,
and Welfare to ban the sale of other sub-
stances which are so hazardous in nature
that they cannot be made suitable for use
in or around the household by cautionary
labeling; and to extend the coverage of
the act to unpackaged hazardous sub-
stances intended for household use.

It is time now to review the adequacy
of our response to the problem. I am con-
fident that lives have been saved since
passage of these amendments. We have
been able to keep lethal toys off the mar-
ket—and out of the hands and mouths
of inquisitive children. Our lives are no
longer jeopardized by deadly products
such as X-33, the highly explosive water-
proofing chemical. And yet, the National
Safety Council reports that home poi-
soning deaths from liquid and solid sub-
stances increased 6 percent last year—
from 1,700 in 1966 to 1,800 in 1967. About
one-fourth of these poisoning victims
were children under 5.

We have banished the most obviously
lethal poisons from American homes.
What is it, then, that still threatens the
safety and well-being of our children?
According to the National Clearinghouse
for Poison Control Centers, the five
classes of products most frequently in-
volved in accidental poisonings are: as-
pirin; soaps, detergents and cleaners;
vitamins and iron; bleaches; and insecti-
cides. Clearly these are not bizarre or
unusual items, but products found in
every American home—products of our
rapidly advancing technology which pro-
mote health and banish housewife
drudgery—but products which also cre-
ate a high risk environment for our
youngsters. Products which are indis-
pensable when put to their proper use
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by knowledgeable adults—but products
which can be deadly when they find their
way into the hands or the mouth of a
child.

It has been estimated that there are
250,000 potentially hazardous household
products available today, and that in
the average home 45 of these are found,
Mr. President, as long as children dwell
with adults in an adult environment, we
owe them at least minimal protection
against those adult products which can
be such a menace to their young lives.

Under existing Federal statutes, there
are but two avenues of protection open
to us:

First: Labeling. Under the Food, Drug,
and Cosmetic Act, the Insecticide, Fun-
gicide, and Rodenticide Act; and the
Hazardous Substances Act, we can re-
quire that potentially hazardous prod-
ucts bear cautionary labeling and ade-
quate directions for use. However, one
class of potentially hazardous substances
escapes even this limited labeling au-
thority. Cosmetic labels need not contain
warning statements or instructions for
first aid in case of accidental ingestion,
even though certain cosmetics have
some ingredients identical with those
found in other household products whose
labels must bear this information. Cos-
metics do not now have to carry even a
statement of hazardous ingredients.

Second. Banning. Under the amended
Hazardous Substances Act, we can pro-
hibit the sale in interstate commerce of
dangerous children’s items and other sub-
stances so hazardous that labeling can-
not make them safe for household use.

Neither of these two approaches pro-
vides a satisfactory solution for the prob-
lem of accidental poisoning by common
household products. Labeling, where re-
quired, serves to instruct as to proper
use, to warn against possible misuse, and
to give antidotes for treatment in case
of misuse. A label can alert adults to
potential dangers lurking within harm-
less looking packages—but even the most
vigilant parent cannot keep a 24-hour
watch over his offspring. And to a child
who has momentarily eluded the watch-
ful eye, a label is meaningless as a dan-
ger signal, especially if the package itself
is attractive, brightly colored and easy
to open.

As it has become increasingly clear
that label warnings are not always ade-
quate to provide the necessary protec-
tion, especially of our young children,
we have come to rely for our safety upon
totally prohibiting certain extremely
hazardous products. But in dealing with
common household substances, this ap-
proach is clearly unacceptable.

The bill which I am introducing is
based on the firm conviction that acci-
dental poisonings of children can be pre-
vented without harsh and repressive
marketing controls. Our packaging tech-
nology is so advanced and sophisticated
that we can, at minimal cost, build in
poison-control through child-resistant
packaging, specially engineered and de-
signed to prevent the accidental poison-
ing of our youngsters. Such safety pack-
ages have been developed and are on the
market today, economically mass pro-
duced for commercial use. This legisla-
tion would simply require that the manu-

—-———-—l
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facturers and vendors of poisons take
advantage of available safe-packaging
technology.

The effectiveness of this approach has
recently been demonstrated. One type of
child-resistant device has been tested in
Canada over a one and a half year
period with startling results: accidental
poisonings from substances dispensed in
the container were drastically reduced
from 2,000 a year to three. The same
startling results were achieved at Madi-
gan General Hospital in Washington
State, where accidental childhood poi-
sonings have been slashed from 30 a
month to two. One chain of drugstores
recently announced that it is now using
this particular safety container for dis-
pensing all prescription drugs—at no
extra, cost to their customers.

How many unnecessary poisonings—
unnecessary childhood deaths—could be
prevented merely by applying our pres-
ent knowledge of safety packaging? In-
stead, a visit to any supermarket will
reveal row after row of attractively pack-
aged, elaborate bottles whose bright
colors lure the curious toddler. Flimsy
screw type caps, snap-on, pop-off, con-
venient easy-open closures are the only
barrier to ingestion—and these offer
little resistance to a determined explorer.
It makes no more sense to allow these
unsafe containers in the home than to
leave a loaded gun lying within reach of
a child. By today’s safety standards,
these closures and packages are obsolete;
and the time to remedy this defect is
now.

The Safe Packaging Act would amend
the Hazardous Substances Act to require
the safe packaging of toxic household
substances to protect the health and
safety of children. It would authorize the
Secretary of Health, Education, and Wel-
fare to identify those substances con-
sumed or used by individuals for pur-
poses of personal care or in the perform-
ance of functions ordinarily carried out
in the household which are potentially
hazardous to children, whether or not
such products are intended for use by
children. The Secretary is further au-
thorized to establish, after full oppor-
tunity for hearing, minimum standards
for the packaging of these toxic house-
hold substances, designed to eliminate or
substantially reduce the threat of aceci-
dental poisoning to children.

In identifying the categories of toxics
and in determining the packaging stand-
ards, the Secretary is directed to consult
with appropriate private and public
groups and to draw upon the services, re-
search and testing facilities of competent
public and private agencies to the maxi-
mum extent possible in order to avoid
duplication of effort. Invaluable work in
accidental child poisonings and their pre-
vention has been performed by various
governmental groups, such as the Na-
tional Clearinghouse for Poison Control
Centers of the Public Health Service, the
FDA Subcommittee on Safety Closures;
by professional groups such as the Pro-
prietary Association, the American Phar-
maceutical Association, and the Ameri-
can Medical Association; by private in-
dustry groups, especially chemical and
pharmaceutical corporations; by uni-
versities and by private research and
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safety organizations, such as the National
Safety Council and the Council on Fam-
ily Health. It is expected that the Secre-
tary will cooperate with these groups,
which are the repository for the vast
amount of knowledge presently available
and which offer great potential for fu-
ture developments in this area.

Many dollars and much time and ef-
fort have been expended for educational
programs designed to alert parents to
the hidden dangers of apparently in-
nocuous but sometimes deadly poisonous
household substances. This bill would not
eliminate the very real need for educa-
tion—of pharmacists, of manufacturers,
but especially of parents, for no safety
packaging of any type or design can elim-
inate the need for parental vigilance. Nor
will this weaken the case for increased
support to the poison control centers
throughout the country. For the element
of human error can never be legislated
out of existence. And so long as it exists,
children will be poisoned and these cen-
ters will serve a vital function in the pre-
vention and treatment of serious injury
following accidental ingestion. But safety
packaging can let us open a second front
in the war against the most common
medical emergency among children—a
second front not available so long as
toxic substances are dispensed in obso-
lete, unsafe, easily opened containers or
packages.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the full text of the bill be
printed in the Recorp at the conclusion
of my remarks, along with excerpts from
several letters from authorities in the
safety packaging field, responding to my
request for information about develop-
ments in this area.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be received and appropriately re-
ferred; and, without objection, the bill
and letters will be printed in the REcORD.

The bill (S. 3547) to amend the Haz-
ardous Substances Act to provide safe
packaging of toxic household substances
in order to protect children, introduced
by Mr. MAGNUsON, was received, read
twice by its title, referred to the Commit-
tee on Commerce, and ordered to be
printed in the REecorp, as follows:

S. 3547

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the
Hazardous Substances Act (156 U.S.C. 1261
1273) is amended by inserting—

“TITLE I—MISBRANDED AND BANNED
HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES”
immediately above the heading of section 1,
by striking out “this Act' wherever it appears
in such Act (other than in section 1) and
inserting in lieu thereof “this title”, by re-
numbering sections 1 through 18 and ref-
erences thereto as sections 101 through 118,
respectively, and by adding at the end thereof

the following new title:
“TITLE II—PACKAGING OF TOXIC HOUSE-
HOLD SUBSTANCES

“Sgc. 201. This title may be cited as the

‘Safe Packaging Act.’
“PROHIBITION

“Sgc. 202, (a) It shall be unlawful for any
person engaged in the packaging of any toxic
household substance (as defined in this title)
for distribution in commerce, or for any per-
gon (other than a common carrier for hire, a
contract carrler for hire, or a freight for-
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warder for hire) engaged in the distribution
in commerce of any packaged toxic house-
hold substance, to distribute or to cause to
be distributed in commerce any such sub-
stance if such substance is contained in a
package which does not conform to the
standards established pursuant to this title.

“(b) The prohibition contained in this
subsection shall not apply to persons engaged
in business as wholesale or retail distributors
of toxiec household substances except to the
extent that such persons (1) are engaged in
the packaging or labeling of such substances,
or (2) determine by any means the nature,
form, or content of packages in which such
substances are contained.

“REGULATIONS

“Sec, 203, (a) It shall be the duty of the
Secretary, by regulation, to set forth the
identity of each substance or mixture of sub-
stances distributed in commerce which is a
toxic household substance.

“(b) As soon as practicable after the effec-
tive date of this title, the Secretary shall
promulgate regulations establishing stand-
ards for the packaging of any toxic house-
hold substance, or any class or kind of such
substances, designed to prevent or substan-
tially reduce the hazard of serious personal
injury or illness to children reasonably likely
to handle, use or ingest any such substance.

“(e) The provisions of sections 551
through 559, 701 through 706, 3105, 3344,
5362, and 7521 of title 5 of the United States
Code shall apply to all regulations promul-
gated under this title.

“(d) Regulations promulgated under this
title shall specify an effective date for the
packaging of each class or kind of toxic
household substance which shall not be
sooner than 180 days or later than one year
from the date such order is issued, unless
the Secretary finds, for good cause shown,
that an earlier or later effective date is in
the public interest, and publishes his rea-
sons for such finding.

“(e) The Secretary may promulgate regu-
lations amending or revoking any standard
for the packaging of toxic household sub-
stances established under this title upon his
own initiative or upon application made by
any person affected by that regulation, when-
ever the Secretary determines that such mod-
ification is necessary to conform to the re-
quirements of this title or to any change
occurring in the method of packaging of
any toxic household substance,

“(f) In promulgating regulations under
this section, the Secretary shall—

“(1) consult with Federal Trade Commis-
sion with respect to the packaging of any
toxic household substance that is not a food,
drug, device, or coametic as each such term is
defined by section 201 of the Federal Food,
Drug, and Cosmetic Act, and, upon request,
with the Special Assistant to the President
for Consumer Affairs with respect to the
packaging of any such substance;

“(2) publish in the Federal Reglster rea-
sonable advance notice of his intention (A)
to declare a substance a toxic household
substance or (B) to establish any such pro-
posed standards;

“{8) accord to persons who could be af-
fected thereby reasonable opportunity to be
heard with respect to any such declaration
or proposed standard; and

“(4) consult with such other business con-
cerns, consumer organizations and public
agencies as he deems appropriate.

“FURNISHING SAMPLE PACKAGES

“Segc. 204. Upon written request made, by
the officer or employee designated by the
Secretary for the purposes of this title to
establish packaging standards as to any toxlc
household substance of any class or kind, to
any producer or distributor thereof, such
producer or distributor shall transmit
promptly to that officer or agency a true and
correct sample of each package used or to be
used by that producer or distributor for or
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in connection with the distribution in com-
merce of any particularly described toxlc
household substance of that class or kind.
Any person who, with intent to evade com-~
pliance with the requirement of this section
falls to transmit any such sample to such
authority promptly upon receipt of such re-
quest shall be fined not more than $1,000, or
imprisoned not more than one year, or both,
“ENFORCEMENT

“Sgc. 206. (a) The distrlbution in com-
merce or the causing to be distributed in
commerce of any toxic household substance
in violation of any of the provisions of this
title or the regulations promulgated pursuant
to this title, shall constitute a violation of
section 801 of the Federal Food, Drug, and
Cosmetlc Act and shall be subject to en-
forcement under the provisions of sections
302, 303, 305, 306, and 307 of such Act.

“{b) In the case of any imports into the
United States of any toxic household sub-
stance covered by this title, the provisions
of section 203 of this title shall be enforced
by the Secretary of the Treasury pursuant to
section 801 (a) and (b) of the Federal Food,
Drug, and Cosmetic Act.

“ADMINISTRATION

“Sec. 208. (a) The Secretary, In exercising
the authority under this title, shall utilize
the services, research, and testing facilities of
public and competent private agencies to the
maximum extent practicable in order to avoid
duplication in such facilities and services.

“(b) A copy of each regulation promulgated
under this title shall be transmitted promptly
to the Director of the National Bureau of
Standards, who shall (1) transmit copies
thereof to all appropriate State officers and
agencles, and (2) furnish to such State of-
ficers and agencles information and assist-
ance to promote to the greatest practicable
exfent uniformity in State and Federal
standards for the packaging of toxie house-
hold substances. Nothing contained in this
subsection shall be construed to impair or
otherwise interfere with any program carried
into effect by the Secretary of Health, Edu-
cation, and Welfare under other provisions
of law in cooperation with State governments
or agencles, instrumentalities, or political
subdivisions thereof.

“REPORTS TO THE CONGRESS

“Sec. 207. The Secretary shall transmit to
the Congress in January of each year a report
containing a full and complete report on
the administration and enforcement of this
title during the preceding fiscal year.

“DEFINITIONS

“Sec. 208. As used in this title—

“(1) The term ‘toxic household substance’
means any substance or mixture of sub-
stances which (A) is toxic and (B) is custo-
marily produced or distributed for sale

retall sales agencles or instrumen-
talities for consumption or use by individuals
for purposes of personal care or in the per-
formance of services ordinarily rendered
within the household if such substance or
mixture of substances may reasonably cause
serious personal injury or serious illness to
children. Such term includes any substance
which the Secretary by regulation finds, pur-
suant to the provisions of such section 203,
meets the requirements of this paragraph,
and such term includes any substance
whether or not regulated as to packaging or
labeling by other provisions of Federal law.
Such term does not include any source ma-
terial, speclal nuclear material, or byproduct
material as defined in the Atomic Energy Act
of 19564 and regulations issued pursuant
thereto by the Atomic Energy Commission,

*(2) The term ‘toxic’ means, with respect
to household substances, any such substance
which has the capacity to produce personal
injury or illness to a child through inges-
tation, inhalation, or absorption through any
body surface.
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*“(8) The term ‘package’ means any con-
talner or wrapping in which any toxic house-
hold substance is enclosed for consumption
or use by individuals for purposes of per-
sonal care or the performance of services
ordinarily rendered within the household,
but does not include—

“(A) shipping containers or wrappings
used solely for the transportation of any
consumer commodity in full or in quantity
to manufacturers, packers, or processors, or
to wholesale or retail distributors thereof, or

“(B) shipping containers or outer wrap-
pings used by retallers to ship or deliver any
commodity to retall customers.

“(4) The term ‘commerce’ means (1) com-
merce between any State, the District of
Columbia, the Commonwealth of Puerto
Rico, or any territory or possession of the
United States, and any place outside there-
of, and (2) commerce within the District
of Columbia or within any territory or pos-
session of the United States not
with a legislative body, but shall not include
exports to forelgn countries.

*“(b) The term ‘person’ includes any firm,
corporation, or association.

“(8) The term ‘Secretary’ means the
Secretary of Health, Education, and Wel-
fm."

EFFECTIVE DATE

Sec, 2. The amendment made by this Act
shall take effect on the first day of the sixth
month beginning after the date of enact-
ment of this Act.

The letters presented by Mr. MaeNU-
soN are as follows:

THE ONTARIO ASSOCIATION FOR
THE CONTROL OF ACCIDENTAL
POISONING,

Windsor, Ontario, May 3, 1968.
Hon. WARREN G. MAGNUSON,
Chairman, Commitiee on Commerce,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.

Sir: In reply to your letter of April 8th,
I am enclosing data and correspondence
pertinent to our work with safety closures
in Essex County, in Ontario, and in Canada.

We are more than gratified with the
phenomenal success achieved in the preven-
tlon of drug poisonings from solid medica-
tions. These have been completely wiped out
in our area, The only remaining poisonings
are due to liquid medications (20%), old
prescriptions, drugs from outside Essex Coun-
ty, and prepackaged items such as oral con-
traceptives sold in unsafe containers; other-
wise the problem is almost licked. . . .

Our chief concern at the present time are
aspirin tablets and household products.
These are responsible for 20% and 50% re-
spectively of our childhood accidents. To date
we have had little success persuading the
manufacturers to make their containers
child-proof. For instance, fatalities or severe
poisonings from lemon oil furniture polish
or from lye are not uncommon, yet despite
constant prodding of the manufacturers
these people have done nothing to make
their products safe for the home.

Further, I have even been taken to task by
a large bottle manufacturer in Toronto for
advocating safety closures and safety features
in their containers: “all this is unnecessary”
I have been told.

As you know the Canadian Government
Specifications Board has set up a Committee
on safety closures. We met in Ottawa last
November 1967; perhaps before long we will
have specific recommendations on safety
closures for all products. This will no doubt
be acted upon by the Department of Na-
tional Health and Welfare as you can read in
the enclosed copy of the House of Commons
debates for October 31, 1967.

In my opinion, it will take Government
Legislation to bring about safety packaging
for all drugs, chemicals or any potentially
hazardous product in or about the home.
As long as children dwell with adults in an
adult environment, we owe them protection
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agalnst adult products which can be such a

menace to these young lives. Since the manu-

facturers have failed to do this, I would

heartily endorse Government intervention to
bring this about.
Yours sincerely,

HEeNRI J. BREAULT, M.D,,

President and Medical Director, Ontario

Association for the Control of Acciden-

tal Poisoning, Medical Director, Wind-

sor Poison Control Center.

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY,
MADIGAN GENERAL HOSPITAL,
Tacoma, Wash., April 16, 1968.
Re: Childhood poisonings.
Hon. WARREN G. MAGNUSON,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

Dear SENATOR MaGNUsON: We are com-
pleting a one year’s experience using safety
containers. . . .

In summary, we have dispensed about 270,-
000 prescription tablets and capsules in these
containers in the Fort Lewis-McChord area.
To date, only two children have purposely
opened the containers, taken medication, and
required care. Case 1. A 4 year old girl was
unconsciously trained by watching her
mother open the container over a two week
period. Case 2. A 7 year old boy, a con-
firmed aspirin eater, read the directions,
opened the container, ate a few children's
aspirin, and to divert blame, he then fed
most of the contents to his two year old
brother. There have been three additional
non-fatal ingestions from medications dis-
pensed in the “safety’ containers.

1. Mother dumped a few tablets into her
purse for convenlence and a year old child
ate one.

2. A two year old child used a container of
pills as a rattle. By random motion, the con-
tainer opened. Ingestion was suspected but
not verified.

3. A two year old climbed to a top shelf
in the kitchen and took ? tablets from a
container. The mother had left the top off.

In other words, there has been a marked
decrease in ingestions and subsequently mor-
bidity and hospitalization since we have been
using safety containers.

On the other hand, aspirin ingestions con-
tinue to be a problem. To combat this, we
have been able to convince the Post Ex-
change outlets in the Puget Sound Area, that
they have a responsibility to help control
childhood poisonings. In a survey covering
the period 1 January 1967-31 December 1967,
we determined that for each 191 children’s
114 grain aspirin bottles sold in the local
PX system, we could expect one poisoning
(a total of 68 in 1967). Since February 6,
1968 (the day the PX started selling child
resistant containers scotch taped to each
bottle of children’s aspirin), we have not
had a single poisoning from children's
aspirin sold from the PX where the parent
had transferred the aspirin to the attached
safety container from the original unsafe
one. This project will continue indefinitely.
However, it may take about 10 more months
to develop a truly meaningful experience.

Certainly drugs are not the only toxic
agents that are sold in unsafe containers.
In the annual report from the Mountain
View General Hospital Poison Control Center
in Pierce County, household products, petro-
leum products, insecticides, rodenticides, and
cosmetics accounted for 1,124 calls of a total
of 3,254. Medicines of all kinds accounted for
1,145 calls,

This is a common experience. Most calls
for childhood ingestions involve products
sold or dispensed in containers easily opened
by inquisitive children.

In my opinion, all consumer drugs, house-
hold products, petroleum products, insecti-
cides, rodenticides, and other substances that
might reasonably be expected to come in the
proximity of a small child, should be dis-
pensed in a safe container. That is, if the
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total amount of the product in question sold
or dispensed in a container might be toxic
to a child, then that container should satisfy
at least the following criteria.

BASIC REQUIREMENTS FOR A CHILD RESISTANT
CONTAINER

1. Must resist attempts to open by infants
and children through age 4 years.

2. Must resist the teeth of children up to
5 years.

8. Must be opened and closed quickly and
easily by adults, including most elderly
patients.

4. Must come in varying sizes to approxi-
mate containers in current use.

5. Must cost about the same as standard
containers.

6. Must be durable for the life of the prod-
uct sold or dispensed.

7. Must be moisture proof (for non-
liquids) .

8. Must be water proof (for liguids).

I believe that the medical and pharma-
ceutical associations, through action en-
couraged by appeals to reinforce the goals
of their professions (the treating and pre-
vention of disease) can, in a relatively short
period of time, develop widespread use of
child resistant containers to dispense pre-
scription items. However, prescription items
account for only about 14 of ingestions due
to medications that came to Madigan for
care in 1966-67. Most medications that cause
trouble, are sold over the counter. = suppose
the pharmacist could refuse to sell them.
However, the 1 for safe packaging
seems to be at the manufacturers level. I
doubt that the pharmacists would ever re-
fuse to sell products in safe containers that
are competitive in price and quality with
what he now sells, If the safe containers are
in turn acceptable to his customers.
Whether or not the manufacturers in gen-
eral would voluntarily respond to sugges-
tions to develop and use safe containers, I
don't know. Perhaps legislation is the best
way to approach this group.

I do know that we will continue to have
many thousands of children poisoned in
the U.S. yearly until safe contalners are
widely used to dispemse toxic products to
the consumer,

Please let me know if I can be of further
help. I will send a summary of our year's
elglégrienca at Madigan to you in early May

Sincerely,
Lt.-Col. ROBERT G. SCHERZ,
Chief, Pediatric Service.

—

THE CHILDREN'S ORTHOPEDIC HOSFI-
TAL AND MEDICAL CENTER,
Seatile, Wash., April 25, 1968.
Hon. WARREN G. MAGNUSON,
Chairman, Committee on Commerce, Senate
Office Building, Washington, D.C.

DeArR SENATOR MAGNUSON: In response to
your letter of April 8th, regarding death and
injuries from accidental poisoning, I first of
all want to express my gratitude and admira-
tlon for your continuing efforts on behalf
of consumer safety, particularly that of
young children. This constitutes a significant
contribution to the health of the American
people.

You are quite right in saying that many
of our preventive measures in the fleld of
accidental polsoning have been somewhat
less than effective. That is an understate-
ment. This is why modification of drug con-
talners seems so attractive to us. Since Au-
gust 1, 1967, the pharmacy at Children’s
Orthopedic Hospital and Medical Center has
dispensed all prescriptions, capsules and
tablets in a ‘‘child-resistant container’, The
pharmacy at University Hospital in Seattle
has done likewise. We selected this particular
container upon reviewing the spectacular ex-
perience of Lieut. Col. Robert Scherz at
Madigan General Hospital in Tacoma. We
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have since dispensed thousands of prescrip-
tions in these containers and are exceedingly
pleased with the program. We are not aware
of any child accidentally poisoning himself
from drugs dispensed in these containers.
Another reason that the container was
selected was its avallability and price. It is
competitive in price with other containers
that we were using. Bulk supplies in our
pharmacy can readily be transferred to these
containers. . . .

You are quite right in assuming that
poisoning from common household sub-
stances might be even more severe a prob-
lem than from prescription drugs. Lye, furni-
ture polish and electric dishwater powders
are particular culprits. Is there any reason
why these products cannot be packaged in
child resistant containers? It is disappoint-
ing that industry apparently shows so lit-
tle regard for this problem. . . .

Again, my thanks for your interest and
efforts in this fleld, Please let me know If I
can be of any assistance.

Sincerely,
AsraHAM B, BERGMAN, M.D.,
Director of Outpatient Services, Associ-
ate Professor of Pediatrics and Pre-
ventive Medicine, University of
Washington.
UNIVERSITY OF WASHINGTON,
Seattle, Wash., April 22, 1968.
Hon, WARREN G, MAGNUSON, '
Committee on Commerce,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

DeaArR SENATOR Macnuson: Regarding your
letter of 8 April, 1968, concerning accidental
poisonings, ingestions of household products,
and the potential for child-resistant con-
tainers in this fleld, I would offer the fol-
lowing comments.

As you had indicated in your letter, Colo-
nel Robert Scherz and his colleagues at Madi-
gan General Hospital in Tacoma initiated,
completed, and published a study on the po-
tential of a child-resistant container to dis-
suade a child from “accidentally” poisoning
himself. The results were phenomenally suc-
cessful, Colonel Scherz and his colleagues
continue today to assess this particular de-
vice. Because of the unique opportunity to
“gount noses” via the station pharmacies,
they have been able to trace down the out-
come of, I believe, more than 200,000 prescrip-
tion dispensions using this particular con-
tainer. To date, as far as I know, only one
instance of an accldental ingestion has
occurred regarding the contents of any of
these prescriptions. , ..

In the neighborhood of 35 to 50 per cent
of accidental polsonings result from the in-
gestion of common household products. De-
terrents such as child-resistant containers
theoretically should curtall drastically such
accidents. In the instance of drugs, per se,
the aforementioned container—as well as
strip packaging—not simply made to dissuade
the child, but more emphatically to remind
the parent of the risks inherent in the drug
situation, causing him (or her) to adopt &
positive educational approach rather than
simply a negative restrictive approach. I
would certainly encourage industry—for ex-
ample furniture polish manufacturers in par-
ticular—to consider the wisdom of their ways.
One specific product comes in a tall, par-
ticularly attractive red tinted bottle. The
ability of the young child to distinguish a
non-food item from a food item probably
is very limited. In this instance, perhaps, an
opaque plastic container might serve as an
adequate deterrent to Inquisitive fingers.
Therefore, I encourage you and your Com-
mittee to urge still more action on behalf of
industry in accepting a “public responsibil-
ity"” in their endeavors. ...

Finally, I would urge that you and your
Committee might review the functions of
poison control information centers across
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the country. The one here in Seattle at the
Children's Orthopedic Hospital and Medical
Center for instance, answers more than 1,000
telephone inquiries every month concerning
“accidental ingestions.” The trouble is that
on-going support of such endeavors is limited
at best. I am of the strong opinion that a
more effective and efficlent support mechan-
ism—not robbing Peter to pay Paul—could
be developed to the benefit of all concerned.

I hope the above comments serve the
purpose for which you intend them. If you
desire any further information, please do
not hesitate to let me know.

Sincerely,
WmLiaMm O. ROBERTSON, M.D.,
Associate Dean.

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 174—
INTRODUCTION OF JOINT RESO-
LUTION, A PROPOSED CONSTITU-
TIONAL AMENDMENT RELATING
TO RESIDENCE REQUIREMENTS
FOR VOTING IN PRESIDENTIAL
AND VICE PRESIDENTIAL ELEC-
TIONS AND FOR PROPOSED CON-
STITUTIONAL AMENDMENTS

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr, Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that I may
be permitted, in behalf of the distin-
guished junior Senator from New Mexico
[Mr. MonTOYAl, to introduce today, for
the consideration of the Congress, a pro-
posed constitfutional amendment. Sena-
tor MoNTOYA proposes an amendment to
the Constitution of the United States
relating fo residence requirements for
voting in presidential and vice-presiden-
tial elections and for the selection of
delegates at conventions to consider con-
stitutional amendments.

I also ask unanimous consent that I
may present a statement to appear in the
REcorp, on behalf of Senator MoNTOYA,
together with a copy of the joint resolu-
tion.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the joint resolution will be re-
ceived and appropriately referred; and
without objection, the statement and
joint resolution will be printed in the
RECORD.

The joint resolution (8.J. Res. 174)
proposing an amendment to the Consti-
tution of the United States relating to
residence requirements for voting in
presidential and vice-presidential elec-
tions and for the selection of delegates to
conventions to consider proposed consti-
tutional amendments, introduced by Mr.
Byrp of West Virginia, for Mr. MonTOYA,
was received, read twice by its title, re-
ferred to the Committee on the Judiciary,
and ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

S.J. Res. 174

Resolved by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled (two-thirds
of each House concurring therein), That the
following article is proposed as an amend-
ment to the Constitution of the United
States, which shall be valid to all intents and
purposes as part of the Constitution when
ratified by the legislatures of three-fourths
of the several States:

“ARTICLE —

“SecrioNn 1. Except as otherwise provided
by this article, the right of any citizen of
the United States to vote in any election for
electors for President or Vice President or for
the election of delegates to a convention
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within any State to consider any amend-
ment to this Constitution proposed by the
Congress shall not be denied or abridged by
any State by reason of the failure of such
citizen to meet any residence requirement of
such State if such citizen is otherwise quali-
fled to vote in such election in such State.

“Sec. 2. The right to register as qualified
voters for the elections defined in Section 1
shall not be denied or abridged by any State,
except that no State shall be required to
accept applications for registration within 30
days of an election defined in section 1.

“Sec. 8. The Congress shall have the power
to enforce this article by appropriate legis-
lation.

“Sec, 4. This article shall be inoperative
unless it shall have been ratified as an amend-
ment to the Constitution by the legislatures
of three-fourths of the States within seven
years from the date of the submission hereof
to the States by the Congress. If so ratified
within that period, this article shall take
effect on the date of such ratification, or
January 1, 1969, whichever date is later.,”

The statement presented by Mr. B¥rp
of West Virginia, for Mr. MoNTOYA, is as
follows:

STATEMENT BY SENATOR MONTOYA

Mr, MonNTOYA. Mr. President, I introduce
today, for the consideration of this Congress,
a proposed constitutional amendment long
overdue and long overlooked.

Mr. President, because of State residency
requirements which must be met in order
for a Citizen of the United States to be
eligible to vote, in the coming presidential
election as many as 16 million persons may
be disenfranchised. This is incredible! But
the statement is supported by data from a
recently completed Gallup poll and by a re-
port from the Bureau of the Census.

As many as 35 States require the individual
voter registrant to have maintained resi-
dence within the State for up to one year
in order to be considered as an eligible voter.

My Resolution provides that the Citizens
of this Country be given the opportunity to
amend the Federal Constitution so that every
otherwise qualified voter will be able to cast
his ballot in National elections for the Office
of the President and that of the Vice Presi-
dent. It will also permit these persons to
vote in future determinations to consider
Federal Constitutional Amendments. The
favorable consideration of the Constitutional
Amendment I am introducing today will
correct the gross injustice which now exists.
The proposed amendment will have no effect
on the right to vote for any other candldate
for any other office, local, State, or National,
nor on any other proposition other than Fed-
eral Constitutional Amendments.

The individual states have every right—
and should continue to maintain that
right—to set reasonable residency require-
ments for voter eligibility in elections on
all matters of primarily state and/or local
significance. However, anything that might
be said about the rights and duties of states
to establish voter eligibility requirements
with reference to elections affecting strictly
State and local matters, does not apply when
we speak of elections for President, Vice Pres-
ident, Constitutional Amendments, or any
other matters which are inherent to Amer-
ican Citizenship. No cltizen, otherwise qual-
ifled to vote, should be deprived of his vote
for the two High Offices of this Nation, or
on matters pertaining to the Federal Con-
stitution, simply because of residency within
a State. True, we are each Citizen of a State,
but we are first each a citizen of the United
States.

I ask your support and favorable considera-
tion of my Resoclution to start on its way
this Constitutional Amendment. Let us ini-
tlate corrective action to overcome this un-
Just cause of disenfranchisement.
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Mr. President, I would welcome and invite

all of our colleagues to join me as sponsors
of this legislation.

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS OF BILLS
AND RESOLUTIONS

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, on behalf of the junior Senator
from Connecticut [Mr. Risicorr] I ask
unanimous consent that, at its next
printing the name of the junior Senator
from Virginia [Mr. Srone] be added as
& cosponsor of the bill (S. 2116) to estab-
lish a commission to study the organiza-
tion and management of the executive
branch of the Government.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, on behalf of the Senator from
Michigan [Mr. Hart]l I ask unanimous
consent that, at its next printing, the
name of the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr.
NeLson] be added as a cosponsor of the
bill (S. 3394) to amend the Military Se-
lective Service Act of 1967 in order to
provide for a more equitable system of
selecting persons for induction into the
Armed Forces under such act.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I ask unani-
mous consent that, at its next printing,
the name of the Senator from Massachu-
setts [Mr. KeNnNEDY] be added as a co-
sponsor of the resolution (S. Res. 263)
expressing the sense of the Senate that
all necessary steps be taken to conclude
an international agreement on peaceful
exploration and exploitation of ocean
space.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, on behalf
of the Senator from Michigan [Mr.
GrrrFriN] I ask unanimous consent that,
at its next printing, the name of the
distinguished Senator from Utah [Mr.
Moss] be added as a cosponsor of the
resolution (S. Res. 293) requesting the
President to take all necessary measures
to bring before the United Nations a
resolution providing for the convening
of an international conference to
achieve a nonproliferation treaty on
conventional armaments for the Middle
East.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOP-
MENT ACT OF 1968—AMENDMENT

AMENDMENT NO. 831

Mr. PEARSON submitted an amend-
ment, intended to be proposed by him,
to the bill (S. 3497) to assist in the
provision of housing for low- and mod-
erate-income families, and to extend
and amend laws relating to housing and
urban development, which was ordered
to lie on the table and to be printed.

ENROLLED BILL: PRESENTED

The Secretary of the Senate reported
that on today, May 27, 1968, he pre-
sented to the President of the United
States the enrolled bill (S. 5) to safe-
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guard the economy in connection with
the utilization of credit by requiring full
disclosure of the terms and conditions
of finance charges in credit transactions
or in offers to extend credit; by restrict-
ing the garnishment of wages; and by
creating the National Commission on
Consumer Finance to study and make
recommendations on the need for fur-
ther regulations of the consumer finance
industry; and for other purposes.

NOTICE OF HEARINGS ON THE JU-
DICIAL REFORM ACT (S. 3055, S.
3060, S. 3061, AND S. 3062)

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, as
chairman of the Judiciary Committee’s
Subcommittee on Improvements in Judi-
cial Machinery, I wish to announce that
hearings before that subcommittee on
S. 3055, S. 3060, S. 3061, and S. 3062, the
Judicial Reform Act and other measures
to improve the administration of the
courts of the United States, will continue
at 10 a.m. Thursday, June 6, 1968, in the
District of Columbia Committee hearing
room, 6226 New Senate Office Building.

RESCHEDULING OF HEARING ON
NOMINATION OF EDWIN M. ZIM-
MERMAN, OF CALIFORNIA, TO BE
AN ASSISTANT ATTORNEY GEN-
ERAL

Mr. HART. Mr. President, on behalf
of the Committee on the Judiciary, I
desire to give notice that the public hear-
ing originally scheduled for Wednesday,
May 22, 1968, on the nomination of Ed-
win M. Zimmerman, of California, to be
an assistant attorney general, vice Don-
ald Frank Turner, has been rescheduled
for Wednesday, May 29, 1968, at 10:30
a.m., in room 2228 New Senate Office
Building.

At the indicated time and place per-
sons interested in the hearing may make
such representations as may be pertinent.

NOTICE OF RECEIPT OF NOMINA-
TIONS BY THE COMMITTEE ON
FOREIGN RELATIONS

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, as
chairman of the Committee on Foreign
Relations, I desire to announce that to-
day the Senate received the following
nominations:

William H. Crook, of Texas, to be Ambassa-
dor Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary of
the United States of America to Australia.

Robert F. Wagner, of New York, to be Am-
bassador Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary
of the United States of America to Spaln,
vice Frank E, McKinney,

In accordance with the committee rule,
these pending nominations may not be
considered prior to the expiration of 6
days of their receipt in the Senate.

PRESIDENT JOHNSON—AN ENDUR-
ING LIBERAL

Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. Mr.
President, last Saturday, President John-
son went to Atlantic City to address the
International Ladies’ Garment Workers
Union. In his speech, the President re-
viewed the long and continuing struggle
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for social justice in which he and the
ILGWU have worked arm-in-arm, so
effectively.

Reaching back more than 30 years into
the past, the President pointed to the
first minimum wage law as one of the
earliest legislative victories for progres-
sive liberalism. In more recent times, he
recalled the historic civil rights legisla-
tion, humane immigration laws, con-
sumer protection legislation, giant strides
forward in education, a new era in con-
servation, and the enactment of medi-
care—these, plus the defense of freedom
around the globe.

Proving that he is not content merely
to rest upon his laurels, the President
ended with this statement:

If I could have one hope today, 1t would
be this: That whoever may be President,
wherever he may reside, whatever party he
may belong to, he will look at the social rec-
cord of the last five years and say, “We have
just begun.”

The President richly deserved the
hour-long ovation which he received.

I ask unanimous consent that the
speech be printed in the REcoRrbp.

There being no objection, the speech
was ordered to be printed in the REecorb,
as follows:

REMARKS OF THE PRESIDENT BEFORE THE IN-
TERNATIONAL LADIES’ GARMENT WORKERS
UwnioN, ATLANTIC CITY, N.J.

Thank you very much.

Governor Hughes, President Stulberg, Dave
Dubinsky, Louigi Antonini, Ladies and
Gentlemen: Mr. Stulberg, I had to come here
today because through all of my trials and
tribulations—and the problems and bur-
dens—that go with the office I hold, you and
your Union have stood by my side in day
and night, in sunshine and in sorrow.

If you could stay with me during what
we have gone through the last few months,
you can stay with these folks all through
the years until we win what we are after.

I told Dave Dubinsky, I sald, I am glad to
be here today with all of my friends of the
Old Left.

Some of us can remember the good old days
when we were the New Left back there more
than 80 years ago when I was first captured
by some of your leaders and enlisted in a
great cause. I was an up and coming Young
Liberal from the South.

Three from my State followed the recom-
mendations of the leadership of this Union.
They were such radical recommendations
that two of those three were defeated. I
survived.

Some of your leadership got Mr. Roosevelt,
who was then President, to send a message to
the Congress on May 24, 1937, That m
arrived at the House of Representatives just
about the time I arrived as a young Member.

Among the things the President sald in
that message are as follows:

“Mr. Justice Brandels, Mr. Justice Clark,
and Mr. Justice McEenna agreed with Mr.
Justice Holmes. A majority of the Supreme
Court, however, decided five to four against
Mr. Justice Holmes and laid down a rule of
Constitutional law which has ever since
driven into impractical distinctions and
subterfuges all attempts to assert the funda-
mental power of a national government over
interstate commerce. But although Mr.
Justice Holmes spoke for a minority of the
Supreme Court, he spoke for a majority of
the American people.”

Upon that message, the Congress enacted
into law—I will just read a part of Section
VI—that radical provision of other years:

“Every employer shall pay to each of his
employees who is engaged in commerce or in
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the production of goods for commerce wages
at the following rates:

“One, during the first year from the effec-
tive date of this Section not less than 25
cents an hour;

“T'wo, during the next six years from such
date not less than 30 cents an hour;

“And, three, after the expiration of seven—
should I say long—years from such date, not
less than 40 cents an hour, or the rate not
less than 30 cents an hour prescribed in the
applicable order of the administrator issued
under Section VIII, whichever is lower. This
section shall take effect upon the expiration
of 120 days from the enactment of this Act.

“No employer shall, except as otherwise
provided, employ any of his employees in
commerce or the production of goods for
commerce for a work week longer than 44
hours” and so on and so forth.

You did not require that law to protect
your people. Your thinking had been more
advanced. But you required that law to pro-
tect all the working people of the United
States, That 1s what has been so wonderful
about your Union. You haven’t just tried to
look after yourself—you have tried to look
after all of us.

But times have changed. Today, we hear
something about new politics and “partici-
patory democracy.”

S0 I have come here to participate with
you—the very model in my judgment of the
Old and the New Democracy.

Whenever I hear talk about new align-
ments and the New Liberalism, I think of my
old friend, the ILGWU. You have always had
your slogans, too. You were the prophets of
liberalism. You preached and you practiced
your faith.

Politics—politics, Thank goodness—has
long been a religion with you—but never on
Saturday.

And I came here today, Mr. Stulberg, to
tell you and the members of this great Union
that the old-time religion is good enough
for me. And the old-time liberalism s good
enough for me.

Being here in this great hall in Atlantic
City, Governor Hughes, brings back many
fond memories for me. I guess you all know
why this city means so much to me. I don't
think there is & man, woman or child in all
of this country who doesn’t get a lump in his
throat watching the Miss America contest
each September.

There is one difference between today and
the night I was here in August of 1964 at
the Democratic Convention. It is a differ-
ence that some of you former cutters, press-
ers, operators and finishers may be espe-
clally interested In knowing about. You have
a chance to look at the only man in the long
history of the needles trade who used a
speech rather than the scissors to cut off his
own coattails.

I must admit that your reception puts
me in somewhat of a sentimental mood to-
day. There is something about this Union—
something about this convention—some-
thing about Louls Stulberg—something
about David Dubinsky—something about
Evelyn Dubow that makes me feel right at
home. It is something about all of these three
and all of you out there that makes me feel
right at home.

It is not just that you are my friends and
that you have demonstrated your loyalty
time and time and time again at the ballot
box and in your influence on good legisla-
tion, It is much more than that.

Somehow, the ILGWU seems to me to be
a model in miniature of the great America
that we all seek and we all dream of.

As I look out there from this podium to-
day, I see delegates, I see Americans of every
race of every color, and of every creed. You
work together in harmony because you share
a common ideal which is more important
than anything else—you are building. You
are running one of the great democratic
trade unions in all of the world.
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‘This, of course, is because you have always
asked the right question when admitting
people to your membership. You don't ask:

“Is he white?"” or

“Is he Jewish?", or

“Is he Catholic?”

You simply say, “Is he—or much more
often she—a garment worker?”

I have been involved In natlonal politics
now since 1931—almost 38 years—and as I
am about ready to go back home—I think I
would like to leave one message with my dear
friends here. I would like to leave this mes-
mbebindm.!wm;ldliketomeltm
“Ask the right question.”

And I would add that in both your ex-
perience and mine, the right question is
usually how?, not what?

Back in the first decade of this Century,
every soclal reformer knew what was neces-
sary to eliminate the terrible sweatshops,
the triangle fire-traps in which the garment
workers were literally held in wage-slavery—

There were economic treatises,

There were politiclans out with sonorous
speeches,

There were catastrophe-mongers who
wanted to destroy the whole system to elim-
inate its abuses.

There were alleged intellectuals who were
talking about us.

?ut what do the intellectuals know about
us

There were Innumerable answers to the
question, “What should be done?”

The system we knew had to be changed.

But when it came to “How?" there was
only one group that had an answer that
made sense. They didn’t say, “We will meet
in the Union Square daily and we will
carry signs and we will make speeches and
we will give our treatises and our lectures
and our seminars until there is a change in
the system.”

If so, they would still be there.

They said, “We will build a unlon.”

Of course, all the professional cynlcs—
they had them then, too—sald it was im-
possible—you couldn’t beat the system—
the men and women, mostly immigrants,
didn’'t have the staying power.

Then, in 1908, when I was one year old,
out came the waist-makers in a strike that
“couldn’t last.”

But it did—and those girls—there may be
a few here today—no longer girls, but still
committed unionists—put the world to
shame and brought a wave of support from
decent Americans throughout this land
everywhere.

So, a great union was born. And it grew
because a few dedicated Americans—often
with strange accents—took the ideals of our
soclety at face value and said, “How can we
put them into practice?”

It has not been an easy half century.
You had your extremists with a vested
interest in catastrophe who argued that de-
struction was the road to construction.

But your leaders—men like David Du-
binsky and Louls Stulberg—and to those of
us that were on down the line—they knew
that you cannot bulld a utopia on ashes.
And, after a terrible struggle which almost
broke your union, these false prophets were
defeated.

Since then, we have had wages and hours
from 256 cents an hour to $1.60 applied to
all the working people in this land.

In this last half century, we have passed
four comprehensive far-reaching civil rights
bills from the Right to Vote to a Right to
Equal Housing—and on all four of those
measures you and I have led the way.

We have junked and discarded our archaic
immigration laws. And we stood with pen in
hand in front of the Statue of Liberty in
this Administration and wrote a new im-
migration law that permits families to again
be reunited and puts another humane stat-
ute on our books.
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We have passed Meat Inspection, Auto
Safety, Truth in Lending, and we have just
begun with a long list of more than a dozen
other consumer measures that will be writ-
lt:e? into the law of this land because of your

p.

For almost 200 years, we shunned our re-
sponsibility of national leadership in educat-
ing our children. But in the last four years
we have declared it our national policy that
every boy and girl born in this country has a
right to all the education that he or she
can take.

And we are—I am here to tell you—prac-
ticing what we preach.

While others have written their learned
treatises and flourished their rhetoric from
coast to coast, we have put them from Head
Start at 4 to Adult Education at 74. And
the ILGWU has had among its most cardinal
principles performance instead of promises.

And as we meet here today, those Head
Start kids at 4 and those Adult Education
grandmas at 74 are learning to read and write
in the classrooms of this country.

We have inaugurated the greatest conser-
vation programs since the days of Franklin D.
Roosevelt. And this year we are putting more
land for recreation back in the public domain
for the first year in decades than we have
taken out with highways and freeways.

We are putting that land not out in Mon-~
tana or Wyoming where you cannot get to it
unless you have got a jet. But we are putting
it near the centers of population where you
can get to it in an hour and a half.

We talked about Medicare from the time
Harry S. Truman—that great President—pro-
posed it. We talked about it and thought
about it and dreamed about it for more than
20 years.

But we wrote it into law. And you got your
Medicare payments. Twenty milllon of you
have your Medicare cards. You don't have to
go and consult your son-in-law before you
go to the hospital when you need it.

And I am telling you something else. This
may not have been done with charisma or
style. But it has been done,

I will tell you something else. What this
great union has done with Medicare I am
charging you with the responsibility of do-
ing with Kiddycare.

The blush of shame ought to come to the
cheeks of every proud American who talks
about the most powerful and richest nation
in the world when it realizes that in infant
mortality the United States ranks not one—
but 15 down the list.

Just as we have trled to cope with the
problem of our age, we have got to cope
with the problem of our bables, We have got
to get to them before it is too late, We have
got to correct the deficlencies of their eyes,
or their teeth, or their ears, or their bodies
due to lack of proper treatment to their
mothers.

You have got to have her examinations at
critical periods. They have got to have
treatments of doctors when they need it.

We can no longer go on in the days ahead
as we have gone in the days past—and our
next goal is on to Eiddycare now that we
have got Medicare.

I wish I could talk all day. But I can’t.
I have other things to do and so do you. But
I just want to summarize by saying to those
of you who have fought colonialism and those
of you who have fought and bled and died
tc reject totalitarianism that neither
colonialism nor totalitarianism have made
any advances in these five years. They re-
treated instead.

And aggression—wherever it has reared its
ugly head—has stopped in its tracks,

And freedom has not retreated an inch or
foot of soll that freedom held in 1963, Free-
dom holds in 1968.

But I did not come here to give you a
history of your union or of the last five
years. I just wanted to point out a few of the
high spots.
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There have been more than 200 major basic
measures enacted to better humanity than
will compare favorably with all the measures
enacted in the previous years in the social
field.

But I think you know this story maybe far
better than I do since you helped build this
organization and since this organization gave
the leadership and answered “aye” on every
roll call that advanced these measures.

I have drawn upon your history this morn-
ing because I find when I study it and I look
upon it that it is both valuable and com-
forting to me in a time of stress and anguish.
To the officers of this great union, Louis Stul-
berg and your retiring President, David Du-
binsky—men that will give loyalty to prineci-
ples and glve loyalty to me as they have
during every day of this five years—will
give loyalty to you.

There is a great deal of rhetoric in the air
these days. As is natural in an election year,
there is a speaker on every stump—and some
places where they can't find stumps.

As I conclude—and as one who will shortly
be a private citizen—I want to give you some
advice. When you listen to the speakers, draw
on your own experience—draw upon the col-
lective wisdom that you have accumulated
in the years that you have been bullding this
great union.

When men—or women, or boys, or girls—
come to you and give you their presecription
for America, listen to what they think is the
matter with America,

But before it 1s all over, you demand from
them an answer to the crucial question,
“How, how are they going to do anything
about i£?” It is not “What?” It is “How?" It
is not the promise. It is the performance.

For the essence of politics, like trade union-
ism, is the ability to put a cutting edge on
abstractions, to find an administrative rem-
edy for a rhetorical dilemma,

And power—power as my old friend, Eric
Hoffer, puts it—just does not “come in cans.”
You cannot go down to the corner drug-
store or the supermarket and pick some of
it up in a basket.

Power for the ideals that we cherish has
to be created by little, by the small and the
seemingly insignificant decislons of dedi-
cated, courageous men and women—most of
whom are invisible, most of whom never
make speeches, most of whom never issue
manifestos and most of whom never get on
television or get their pictures in the papers.

It is these people—people of this caliber—
who have made the ILGWU a model—a
model—of democratic trade unionism in the
world.

It is your kind of people who make it pos-
sible for anyone to be President of the
United States.

I want to conclude with this little note.
I want to thank every member of this union
here and those that can't be here.

I particularly want to thank Louis Stul-
berg for his fidelity and his dedication, his
loyalty and his leadership.

Sitting there on the banks of the Perde-
nales, I am going to see how—how—he does
in the years ahead because I know that he
and you and I are going to do it.

I also need not tell you how much I owe
to you or how long I have admired your
union and your great leader and crusader,
David Dubinsky.

In these days more than ever I can envy
him. He has made me wish many, many
times in the last few days that our founding
fathers had established another union—the
AURP—The American Union for Retired
Presidents.

If that had happened, then I could look
forward to a retirement plan like David
Dubinsky's.

How would you like the sound of “Hon-
orary President, Lyndon Johnson"?

Talk about liberal, how about these fringe
benefits:

“A weekend in Atlantic City or Chicago;"

I A T e . & - = s L - Eamee—es — &

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

“Invitations to a dinner at the White
House;"

“A warm place in the hearts of all of your
people;”

And “‘a sure place in the spotlight of every
convention?”

But a greater satisfaction and more fringe
benefits than all of those can come to an
honorary President has come to your Hon-
orary President because the man who picked
up the leadership where he left off is carry-
ing forward, onward to new and greater and
far-reaching heights and benefits that will
better humanity.

If I could have one hope today, it would
be this: That whoever may be President,
wherever he may reside, whatever party he
may belong to, he will look at the social
record of the last five years and say, “We
have just begun."”

As your union is dedicated to carrying for-
ward on the slogan, “We have just begun,”
I hope our next President will have just
begun and will continue as you have to build,
to heal and to unite the greatest nation in
all the world.

Destructive people, mischievous people,
ambitious people, and folks who look to what
we have and want to take, what we have got
and envy the liberty and freedom that is ours
can destroy this nation. But they will not.

The reason they will not is out there in
front of me in the form of the constructive,
dedicated members of this union, who are
builders instead of wreckers.

If I don't get an invitation to your next
convention, I am going to reach back in that
closet of mine where we pack our souvenirs
and I am going to pull out an old badge
that says, “Honorary President,” and I am
going to invite myself to come back here.

MILWAUKEE JOURNAL TRIBUTE TO
AMBASSADOR JOHN GRONOUSEI

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, as the
senior Senator from Wisconsin, I am
proud of the record a remarkable con-
stituent of mine has made in the Fed-
eral Government.

That man is John Gronouski, who was
appointed by the late President Kennedy
as his Postmaster General. At the time,
Gronouski was the Wisconsin State tax
commissioner, a position to which he
had been appointed after a distinguished
academic career in which he had estab-
lished himself as an economic expert.

As Postmaster General, Gronouski
served both President EKennedy and
President Johnson with distinction. He
did a superlative job, as members of the
Senate Committee on Post Office and
Civil Service have frequently told me.

President Johnson then appointed him
Ambassador to Poland, one of the cru-
cial spots in American diplomacy. This
post is critical not only because of the
delicate nature of our relations with
Poland, but also because it is the Ameri-
can Ambassador to Poland who is the
principal bridge between this country
and the biggest nation on earth—Red
China. In this position, too, Ambassador
Gronouski served his Nation and his
President brilliantly.

Many persons were surprised when
Ambassador Gronouski resigned this
vital post a few days ago. In a sense,
I was too. But knowing John Gronouski
as I do, his reasons must be quite clear,

John Gronouski loves to be where the
action is. It is just not natural, or maybe
I should say, not even possible, for John
Gronouski to sit out a presidential cam-
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paign, especially like the one this year,
in which he has such very deep feelings.

Recently the Milwaukee Journal pub-
lished a fine editorial about John Gro-
nouski, in which it implied that he has
quite a future as well as an illustrious
past in his contributions to his Nation.
I ask unanimous consent that the edi-
torial be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp
as follows:

GRONOUSKI ON THE GO

Few Americans have packed as much ex-
cltement into the last five years as John
Gronouskli, former Wisconsin commissioner
of taxation, President Kennedy brought him
into his cabinet as postmaster general in
1963. Two years later President Johnson made
him ambassador to Poland.

The glib explanation of this sudden rise
on the national scene has often been that
the two presidents wanted someone with a
Polish background to serve as an attraction
for Polish votes.

The fact is that Gronouski was highly
suited for the jobs he has had. He had a
distingulshed career in the academic world
and state government as an economist, fi-
nance specialist and student of government.
He brought to his job as ambassador warmth,
toughness, adaptabllity and a passion for
cutting through red tape. He may have
broken formal diplomatic rules but he made
friends and got the job done.

Gronouski was the kind of ambassador
who walked several miles to work in War-
saw—at least until he was given a new home
farther from the embassy late last fall. He
traveled Poland tirelessly, talking with farm-
ers, villagers and everyone he met about their
problems and ours.

Gronouskl, now resigned, 1s going to take
up the cause of Vice President Humphrey in
the presidential race, Whatever he does, John
Gronouskl will enjoy it, work hard and, con-
tinue to spill pipe ashes down his sult coat
front—a sult coat that his diplomatic ex-
perience has changed from nondescript and
baggy to conservative and well tailored.
Wisconsin, and the country, have not heard
the last of him.

NATIONAL PROSPERITY AND THE
FARMERS

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. Mr.
President, the financial condition of the
farmers of the country, those who pro-
duce the most important things of life—
food and fiber—is growing steadily
worse.

The prices farmers receive for their
eommodities today are lower than they
were 10 years ago, and even 20 years ago.
The prices of all industrial goods, espe-
cially those which farmers have to buy,
have risen steadily year after year. The
same is true of wage rates, taxes, and all
other operating costs. Those economists
who have taken time to study the finan-
cial condition of farmers—still the
biggest and most important industry in
our economy—have come up with a very
accurate analysis of the true farm
situation.

Unfortunately, stories which paint an
untrue and distorted picture of agricul-
ture are more prevalent, more widely
accepted and read than those which carry
an accurate account. With but rare ex-
ceptions, the general farm organizations
and commodity groups are all
that legislation is necessary to correct
this dangerous imbalance in our econ-
omy.
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Unfortunately, too, there are some who
believe that the present farm programs
are responsible for the deteriorating farm
situation and they use this as an argu-
ment to abolish all farm programs.

It is true that the present farm pro-
grams leave much to be desired but, if
they are abolished completely, we would
have a major farm depression. We are
close to that now.

Mr. President, on May 24, 1968, North
Dakota’s largest newspaper, The Forum,
published at Fargo, contained an excel-
lent editorial on this subject entitled,
“Farmer Deserves a Share in Our Na-
tional Prosperity.” It is encouraging to
know that a great newspaper like this
advocates the extension and improve-
ment of our present price support pro-
grams.

The Forum is a responsible and pro-
gressive newspaper, and its editors are in
the best position to understand what is
really going on in our rural areas. Mr.
President, the fact that farm indebted-
ness has more than doubled in the last
8 years and is now at the staggering level
of $50 billion is an indication that farm-
ers are in trouble all over this Nation.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the editorial be printed in the
body of the REcorb.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

FArMER DESERVES A SHARE IN OUR NATIONAL
PROSPERITY

At the most, the American farmer will only
get a one-year extension of the existing gen-
eral farm act, now scheduled to expire Dec.
81, 1969,

The House Agricultural Committee has ap-
proved the blll by a 28-5 vote, Tuesday the
House Rules Committee postponed action as
to when the bill would come up for discus-
sion but later that day the House Republi-
cans agreed to the one-year extension. The
SBenate Agricultural Committee 1s expected
to act on the same proposal in the near fu-
ture.

All this means is that the present Congress
sees no hope of making changes, and the
farm leaders hope that the one-year exten-
sion will give the new Congress elected next
November one full year to map whatever ma-
Jor changes should be made in the farm pro-
gram.

With a new Congress taking office next
January, the feeling in Washington was that
the 1969 session would have a difficult time
to get action on legislation before late In
1969 if at all. Thus the one-year extension
glves the new Congress a full year to work
out a general policy, and to enact a new bill
either in late 1969 or early 1970, if the cur-
rent one-year extension is passed.

If there were no extension, then the 1969
sesslon would be up against the gun and it
could let the farm program die simply be-
cause of a parliamentary snag. This is what
the farm leaders and the current Congress
want to avold.

Most of the representatives and senators
from the midwest would like a four-year ex-
tension or a permanent extension of the 1965
general farm act, but apparently there is no
chance for such actlon. It seems to be un-
fortunate that there is going to be probably
no improvement of the federal farm act, in
as much as North Dakota and Minnesota
farmers generally feel that their economic
situation 1s growing steadlly worse rather
than better.

The prime reason for the extension how-
ever, 1s that the economic situation on the
farm would be even worse if the farm act
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were allowed to expire or if the farmers had
to go till 1969 not knowing whether or not
there would be a federal farm program in
effect at the end of that year.

Sen. Milton R. Young, R-N.D,, agrees that
the present program leaves much to be de-
sired, but contends it is better than nothing
at all.

He belleves that the Vietnam War, the
financial crisis and growing inflation, the un-
controlled crime in the streets and the de-
mands of the war on poverty all combine to
temper any enthusiasm in Congress for any
meaningful action to improve farm prices
this year.

Sen. Young makes this point:

“To add to the farmers’ dilemma is the fact
that they are plagued by damaging publicity
on almost every front. Too many people are
victimized by publications with huge circu-
lation, which still have the notion that farm-
ers are highly subsidized, and that rising food
prices are the fault of the farmer. Nothing
could be further from the truth."”

He sald that deception and distortion
appears in an artlcle, “Hunger—U.8.A.," re-
cently published by the Citizens Board of
Inquiry into Hunger and Malnutrition in the
United States, He said this publication lists
several North Dakota countles as having seri-
ous hunger problems.

Sen. Young declared, “This is an example
of lack of understanding and misrepresenta-
tion, Shortage of food is not the problem in
North Dakota, with the possible exception of
counties with the large Indian population.
Low farm prices and inflation are the major
problems in North Dakota. Unfortunately
misinformation and even ignorance of pres-
ent problems facing agriculture are the major
reasons why we may not get any action until
it is too late.”

The situation in Washington is far from
optimistic for the farmer. We in the farm
country know that the farmer gets the short
end of the food dollar, with the larger share
going to the processing, transportation, mer-
chandising and labor costs, Still we note that
in some places organized labor is protesting
recent milk price increases, when in fact most
of the increase was a direct result of increased
pay to the labor involved in milk processing,
rather than increased cost of milk at the
farm.

It's unfortunate that the American farmer
has to settle for a one-year extension of a
general farm act that has proved highly un-
satisfactory in this particular area. Some-
how there has to be a recognition of the fact
that the farmer is entitled to share in the
prosperity of America. If he doesn't, the whole
nation may fall into a farm-led depression,
as Sen. Young cites as a distinet possibility.

HUMAN RIGHTS TREATIES ARE RE-
MINDER OF WORLD OPINION

Mr., PROXMIRE. Mr. President, our
American law is already in conformity
with the Human Rights Conventions.
Therefore, their ratification would not
require any change in our domestic leg-
islation.

However, the fact that our Constitu-
tion already assures us of these basic
rights does not entitle us to stand aloof
from documents which project our own
heritage on an international scale.

The day-to-day unfolding of events
makes it ever clearer that our own wel-
fare is interrelated with the rights and
freedoms assured the peoples of other
nations.

These conventions deal with human
rights which may or may not yet be
secure in other countries. They have pro-
vided models for the drafters of consti-
tutions and laws in newly independent
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nations; and they have influenced the
policies of governments preparing to ac-
cede to them. Thus, they involve cur-
rent problems in many countries,

They will stand as a sharp reminder
of world opinion to all who may seek
to violate the human rights they define.
They also serve as a continuous com-
mitment to respect these rights. There is
no society so advanced that it no longer
needs periodic recommitment to human
rights.

Our country cannot afford to renounce
responsibility for support of the very
fundamentals which distinguish our con-
cept of government from all forms of
tyranny.

I desire, with the constitutional con-
sent of the Senate, to ratify the Human
Rights Conventions on Forced Labor,
Genocide, Political Rights of Women, and
Freedom of Association.

ACHIEVEMENTS OF ARKANSAS
LOUISIANA GAS CO.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, on
May 14, 1968, the stockholders of Arkan-
sas Louisiana Gas Co.—Arkla—held
their annual meeting in Shreveport, La.

In past years, Arkla has served the
people of Arkansas, Louisiana, Okla-
homa, Kansas, and Texas mainly as a
public utility company providing natural
gas for its customers at a minimum cost.

In recent years, however, under the
dynamic leadership of Mr. W. R. Ste-
phens, president and chairman of the
board, Arkla has diversified its opera-
tions and expanded into the fields of fer-
tilizer, plywood, chemicals, and cement
to name just a few. Mr. Stephens’ far-
sighted and dedicated guidance has en-
abled Arkla to provide thousands of jobs
for Arkansans, which has aided immeas-
urably the economie progress of our State.
Gross revenue of this growing company
is expected to reach $200 million in 1968.
Tremendous economic progress and at-
tainment is evident at Arkla, but the
people comprising that company do not
content themselves only with the attain-
ment of economic goals—that is, devel-
oping Arkansas’ natural resources to pro-
vide more jobs and better services to the
citizens—but also continue to look to the
future with full cognizance and appre-
ciation of some of the social problems
that face us.

In 1968, the company has pledged it-
self to a program of developing human
resources. This program entails training
the hard-core unemployed citizens who
are willing to learn and work, and pre-
paring them for employment which will
help to assimilate them into our society
by making them productive and self-sus-
taining.

I salute Mr. Stephens, the Arkla em-
ployees, and the stockholders for their
past economic attainments which have
resulted in a more prosperous Arkansas;
for their future aspirations to continue
to grow economically and better serve
the people; and for their present con-
cern of one of our Nation’s most critical
and perplexing problems—that is, hard-
core unemployment—and their resolve,
dedication, and foresight to do some-
thing about it.




May 27, 1968

Mr. Stephens, in a letter to the stock-
holders on May 14, 1968, illustrated the
tremendous program of Arkla and em-
phasized the principles to which the
company is dedicated for the future.

The program this company has inau-
gurated to help those who may be pov-
erty stricken, but who want to work, and
to relieve unemployment should have the
full support of our Government and
well deserves to be emulated by many
other industries throughout the Nation.

I congratulate Mr. Stephens and his
company for this dynamic and progres-
sive approach they have made to the
solution of a serious national problem.

I ask unanimous consent that the text
of Mr, Stephens’ letter be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

STaTEMENT BY W. R. STEPHENS, PRESIDENT
AND CHAIRMAN OF THE BOARD, ARKANSAS-
LoUmsIANA Gas Co., TO ANNUAL STOCKHOLD-
ERS MEETING, SHREVEPORT, La., May 14, 1968

Stockholders, Ladies, and Gentlemen: Ar-
kansas Loulsiana Gas Company has tradi-
tionally acknowledged three basic obliga-
tons, . ..

First, to its customers, 564,000 of them in
the five states of Arkansas, Louisiana, Okla-
homa, Eansas and Texas. To them we have
pledged dependable low-cost natural gas
service, In this we have succeeded. In the
past ten years we have more than doubled
the number of customers served, and we
pride ourselves that we “sell more gas at re-
tail cheaper than any other gas distribution
company."

Our second responsibility, as with all cor-
porations, is to make money for our stock-
holders, 35,600 in 50 states and 23 foreign
countries. During the past ten years we have
purchased three other utilities and we have
diversified to where we are in effect a new
company today. This has given us the tools
to work with to increase our earnings ma-
terially in the future.

Our third responsibility is to provide for
our 4600 employees, to assure them of a
bright and happy future. This we have done
by increasing the wages of our hourly pald
people more than $500,000 per year for each
of the last three years. There are some of
our people who may be still a bit behind, but
we are mindful of them and will provide
them remuneration in keeping with the
Company's performance and the economic
changes of the times.

During the past ten years we have created
more than 1500 new permanent jobs, and
more than 2,000 temporary construction jobs.
You know, 1t is the secret of American free
enterprise that it can create jobs. Produc-
tive jobs are not created by government, and
we should not leave everything to “Big Gov-
ernment.”

We now acknowledge a fourth obligation—
that of helping to advance the abilities and
skills of the lesser skilled and unemployed
persons of our area. We will offer gainful
employment and training opportunities for
such people who desire to work and who
abide by the laws of our country. We rec-
ognize that big business also must abide by
the laws of the country.

To this end, we pledge out of our earnings
#500,000 annually, to school and prepare
these peoples for useful employment and in-
creasing responsibilities in work.

I want to explain to you what I mean by
this program. In the past, when we had a
vacancy, we took applications and then hired
the best qualified person. Under this new
program, we will take people who are willing
to learn, and we will help them to become
qualified, Soclety 15 getting more complicated
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every day, and most of us benefit from the
way that society is growing. But some people
are hamstrung by society. They're willing,
and they're hopeful, but they can't even get
up to the “starting line.”

As a public utility we serve all people, in
every part of town. We are concerned with
the welfare, and the strengths and weak-
nesses, of all parts of the 475 communities
which we serve. We are involved with all of
them. This program will expand what we're
already doing. We have taken part in pre-job
training for people coming out of correctional
institutions, to help give them a better start
and a new life. We have taken part in orga-
nized vocational training programs. We do
these things as a law-abiding corporation,
made up of responsible citizens of our com-
munities, who try to measure up to the obli-
gations of leadership.

At the present time Arkansas Louisiana
Gas Company has 307 Negro employees out
of 4,600 or 6.8 per cent. These people hold
jobs in many flelds—from chemist, to data
processing, to supervisors, to revenue inter-
preters, to clerks. They run the gamut from
skilled to unskilled. They are doing a good
Job for us.

Our program is contrary to all normal prac-
tices of employment. But if the Negro and the
less fortunate persons are to have a chance
to develop their skills and enhance their po-
sitions in life, someone must lead the way.
This is why we are assuming a leadership
role in providing employment and oppor-
tunities for advancement to this segment of
our soclety. This is a responsibility of leader-
ship.

It has always been our policy to run a
“tight ship” with major emphasis on job
efficiency, Fulfilling this fourth obligation
which we have now assumed, may postpone
some of our efficlency but I am confident we
can take our new program in stride.

We're off to a good start this year. Con-
solidated net income for the first guarter
of 1968 came to 10,618,000 or $1.05 per share,
as compared to net income of $9,065,000 or
99 cents per share last year. For the 12
months ending March 31, 1968, net income
was $29,908,600 or $2.97 per share, compared
to 27,283,000 or $2.70 per share for the previ-
ous 12-month period.

Looking at all of 1968, we expect to reach
$200 million in gross revenue for the first
time. This will be accomplished by natural
gas sales of $140 million, and by the sale
of about $60 million of manufactured
products.

As one means of increasing natural gas
sales, we will complete by June 1 a $10 mil-
lion pipeline to Jane, Missourl, through
which we will move 100 milllon cubic feet
of gas per day to Citles Service Gas Company,
under a 20-year contract. In addition, we
will complete by the end of the year 29
miles of 30-inch loop line . . . the biggest
pipe we've ever put in—for the Arkansas sys-
tem, and add compressor capacity of 8000
horsepower to bring new large volumes of
gas into our main system from fields in the
Arkoma Basin.

Our natural gas sales will benefit from the
rapidly increasing industrial requirements of
our service area, and with the utilization
of more gas burning appliances throughout
our system, especially gas air conditioning.
To support our sales growth our gas reserves
continue to grow. During 1967 we increased
them by 874 bhillion cubic feet, to where
we now have in excess of 8.1 trillion, of which
910 billlon are company owned. This repre-
sents a great asset.

Fertilizer sales of products from our Big
River Complex at Helena should account for
over $156 milllon this year. The PinePLY
plywood plant production will result in $8
million in gross revenue. Other chemical op-
erations contributing will be products ex-
traction, some $9 million; chlorine and caus-
tic, $2.2 million; and petroleum marketing,
$3.3 million. Sales of Foreman Cement should
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top $15 million, with the full effect of our
latest expansion.

The introduction of our new 5-ton air-
cooled unit and the 100-ton steam-driven
unit should improve our sales position in gas
air conditioners which we have developed
over the years. Together with new models
of Gasgrills and Gaslites, our Arkla Indus-
tries subsidiary should realize sales in excess
of $15 million.

In all, we should have gross revenues in
excess of $200 million. Many of our future
projects and studies have become unfeasible
due to high interest costs, but we have not
abandoned them. We are waiting for a better
opportunity to move forward.

We have reached that point in our diversi-
fication program where weather is not a
determining factor. When the weather is
hot, we do not have to suffer financlally.
If gas use goes down, fertilizer and cement
and plywood go up and sustain our growth.

What we have dreamed and worked for
is now here. The thing we are proudest of
is that we have as a Company tied the
natural resources of the rugged mountains
of Western Arkansas to the Mighty Missis-
sippi, through a 250-mile pipeline system
which transports natural gas to sustain and
develop our economy, For the first time the
Mississippi River is of economic value to all
of Arkansas and to Northern Louisiana.

Through this action we have results to-
day—not tomorrow. Because we are on the
Mississippl some 865,000 tons of fertilizers
will be produced this year from the gas we
supply . . . at the Continental plant at Bar-
field, and by our own complex at Helena, We
have “gotten with it.” Arkansas gas is used
for Arkansas.

Through these and other developments the
value of land has increased in some places
from as little as $1 per acre to $1,000 per
acre. The fertilizer which we help make pos-
sible will save the farmers of Arkansas and
Louisiana $10 million annually.

And more growth is coming to our serv-
ice area, with the opening of the Arkansas
River to navigation in October and the en-
couraging progress on development of the
Red River.

Thus, under our diversification plans and
actions we are converting our raw materials
at home to the benefit of the people and the
area we serve, and to the profit of our stock-
holders. During this year, we will work with
another resource we have—our people who
need help. 1968 should be a good year and
I for one look forward eagerly to our progress
and results.

I thank you for your help and encourage-
ment.

MUST OUR BOYS CONTINUE TO DIE
WHILE THE PEACE TALKS GO ON?
WHY NOT SEEK A CEASE-FIRE
NOW?

Mr. GRUENING. Mr. President, On
May 7, in a speech on the floor of the
Senate, I urged that President Johnson
order a cease-fire by the American and
South Vietnamese forces, and request
our adversaries—Vietcong and North
Vietnamese—to do likewise. It seems
utter folly that while these negotiations
are underway the killing not only goes
on, but is intensified.

Three weeks ago our casualties reached
the highest point in the entire war—562
dead and 2,225 wounded. That was the
week of May 5. The following week, they
were almost as high—549 killed and
2,282 wounded. We have yet to learn the
number of our casualties since that time,
but it is obvious from these tragic figures
that we are not winning the war mili-
tarily and the needless killing and crip-
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pling of thousands of our boys should be
stopped if it is humanly possible.

It also happens that the current June
issue of the Progressive magazine heads
its leading editorial with exactly the
same title and plea that I used three
weeks earlier: “Stop the Killing Now.”
As I pointed out, the request, at the very
least, should be made by the United
States. If the North Vietnamese and the
Vietcong do not accede to it, at least our
Government will have tried. Certainly
the partial suspension of the bombing
that was announced when, on March 31,
the President declared his determination
not to be a candidate for reelection, can
hardly be interpreted as a thoroughly
meaningful departure from previously
existing policy. In other words, we should
not only stop all bombing, but all shoot-
ing, with the understanding, of course,
that the other side will do likewise.

I ask unanimous consent that the ar-
ticle from the Progressive “Stop the Kill-
ing Now” be printed at the conclusion of
my remarks together with the statement
that I made on May 7 to the same effect.

While our boys are dying, the worth-
less and undemocratic character of the
government we are supporting in Saigon
becomes increasingly evident. In the
Sunday, May 26, New York Times ap-
peared two articles concerning the sup-
pression of the freedom of the press that
is taking place there together with the
sentencing of a United Press Interna-
tional photographer to 2 years in prison.
His offense appears to have been the
taking of photographs showing the
“water cure” torwure by South Vietnam-
ese of their Vietcong prisoners.

I ask unanimous consent that the two
articles from the Sunday, May 26, New
York Times, “Censors’ ‘Noes for News’
Enrage Saigon’s Editors” and “Saigon
Sentences U.P.I. Photographer” be added
at the conclusion of my remarks.

There being no objection, the material
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

[From the Progressive, June 1968]
Srop THE ELLing Now

The killing goes on.

This is the central fact about what is hap-
pening in Vietnam—the fact that must con-
stantly be borne in mind as the search for
a negotiated peace continues.

While diplomats on both sides do their
dickering and propagandists jockey for a
momentary advantage, the slaughter con-
tinues. Each week hundreds of men, women,
and children—soldiers and civilians, Amer-
jcans and Vietnamese, Communists and
anti-Communists, and the many who know
little about ideology and less about strategy
but merely want to see the sun after the long
night of war—each week hundreds of these
die in a tragic and senseless war that has
been automated, escalated, mechanized, mod-
ernized, and magnified by American wealth
and technology. Each week thousands more
are injured and maimed, widowed and
orphaned, driven from their homes. Each
week sees more destruction and despoiling

gf ﬁadland that will take generations to re-
L "

This is why The Progressive cannot join in
Richard M. Nixon's self-serving call for a
moratorium on criticlsm of the Administra-
tion’s policlies during the negotiations. It
was the people’s protest and political action
that drove President Johnson to make his
historic pronouncements that Sunday night
of March 3J; both forces can be equally
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creative in maintaining the democratic dia-
logue on Vietnam policy now. That is why,
too, we cannot embrace with equanimity
Ambassador George W. Ball's appeal for “pa-
tlence and a sense of perspective.” Patlence
and perspective we shall surely need in the
trying months ahead, but 1t is vital for us
to remember that we are dealing not with a
long, drawn-out border dispute or snail’s-
pace trade negotiations. We are dealing with
human lives, and while we practice patlence
the killing goes on. During the month of
exasperating maneuvering over a conference
site, more than 2,400 American and South
Vietnamese boys were killed in action and a
claimed 11,000 North Vietnamese and Viet-
cong soldiers were slain,

“This is only the very first step,” Presl-
dent Johnson warned when he announced
the agreement to meet with representatives
of North Vietnam in Paris. “There are many,
many hazards and difficulties ahead.”

Mr. Johnson was right, of course, but he
might have added that the role of Ameri-
can diplomacy at this juncture must be to
do everything possible to remove those for-
midable hazards and difficulties for which
the United States itself is responsible.

“Until honorable peace is a reality,” Presi-
dent Johnson told the country, “We must
continue to depend on the qualities of cour-
age and endurance which have seen this
country through every crisis.”

What are the terms of an “honorable
peace”? And how “honorable” a peace must
it be to put an end to a dishonorable war?
The President has not really said, but in
Saigon the generals—South Vietnam’s gen-
erals and our own—are offering a few disturb-
ing clues.

Truong Dinh Dzu, the peace candidate who
ran a surprise second in last year's presiden-
tial election and who has been in and out of
jall several times since then, has now been
imprisoned again—this time for urging the
formation of a coalition government as a step
toward ending the war. President Nguyen
Van Thieu and Vice President Nguyen Cao
Ky, the leaders of “free” South Vietnam, that
nation whose preservation is our proclaimed
prime purpose in the war, have declared that
they will “never” negotiate with the Vietcong
or their political arm, the National Libera-
tion Front.

Our own generals, who have seen victory
Just around the corner for nearly four years,
are once again bubbling with euphoric
assurances that great military “progress” is
being made toward “victory.” And some, it
is reported in Washington press dispatches,
have begun to urge the Administration to
order wider American bombing of North
Vietnam.

If the generals have their way, as they so
often have had their way, there would be no
reason to negotiate; they are wedded to their
occupational distrust of political negotiations
and tend to think that a peace conference
is the place where the enemy surrenders after
having been humiliated on the battlefield.
But North Vietnam is clearly not prepared
to come to the table to surrender. Only a
political settlement that Involves a measure
of give-and-take on both sides—a settlement
that embraces the concepts of neutrality and
coalition—would offer may hope of bring-
ing the war to the kind of conclusion that
could endure because it would be a settle-
ment that both sides could live with, Con-
versely, if each side sits at the peace table
bent on achieving the "victory” denied it on
the battlefleld, the negotiations are doomed.

Achieving a glve-and-take settlement will
almost certalnly be a long, arduous process.
It will entail tensions and upheavals in
Bouth Vietnam and it may create internal
problems for Hanoil and external tensions in
her relationships with Moscow and Peking.
For the United States there are bound to be
political embarrassments, especlally if the
Administration has the character to con-
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cede—perhaps not in so many words but
rather by its conduct at the table and the
content of its negotiating proposals—that it
committed a political blunder and a moral
outrage in waging war in Vietnam.

The fears generated by the Pentagon and
its Allies among the politiclans and the press
that Hanol would take advantage of a U.S.
bombing pause to pour vast aggregations of
men, munitions, and supplies into South
Vietnam, proved groundless during the
month following the partial U.S. suspension
of bombing, Defense Secretary Clark Clifford,
in a statement that received far too little at-
tention in the news medla, said he was “not
aware of any increase in infiltration” since
Mr. Johnson proclaimed a modified bombing
suspension March 31.

Bubsequently, however, the White House
fed newsmen bits of intelligence reports that
purported to show a vast increase in infiltra-
tion by North Vietnamese forces, but, when
analyzed, these reports ambiguously dealt
more with Infiltration since the beginning
of the Tet offensive in January and less with
increased pressure from Hanoi since the Pres-
ident proclaimed a partial suspension of the
bombing March 31, American forces have also
been embarked on major new offensives since
March 31—witness operation “Complete Vic-
tory” in the Salgon area, operation “Pega-
sus” around Khesanh, and many others. On
April 21, The New York Times reported:

“It has also become clear that President
Johnson’s partial bombing pause has not re-
duced the amount of bombing in North Viet-
nam. It has simply diverted the bombing
from heavily populated areas to the sector
between the demilitarized zone and the Nine-
teenth Parallel,

The melancholy fact is that both sides have
been seeking to achieve a few quick military
“victories” in the hope of strengthening their
respective bargaining positions.

Another fear merits examination: A curi-
ous notion seems to have taken hold that
the negotiating process in itself poses some
sort of threat to the interests of the United
States. An elaborate mythology has been de-
veloped on this point, based, supposedly, on
the experience in Korea in the early 1950s.
Columnist Joseph Alsop, dean of the press
hawks who view with alarm the prospect of
a negotiated settlement in Vietnam, has writ-
ten that after talks began in Korea “the
fighting continued for two more years, with
the United States suffering nearly twice as
many casualties in this period as in the pre-
talks period.” That, Alsop warns, “is the
kind of thing the U.S. commanders in Viet-
nam are unanimously determined to avoid.
One of the wisest and most highly placed
among those who have streamed through
Dongha is known to have remarked that ‘the
best contribution we can make to the prog-
ress of negotiations is to go on winning the
war.""

In a similar vein, the liberal Washingion
Post has asserted that “the talks that started
on July 10, 1951, did not end until July 27,
1963, at Panmunjom, and neither did the
fighting. Casualties were greater than those
before the talks.”

All this is not only irrelevant but inac-
curate. According to official Defense Depart-
ment figures, U.S, casualties in Korea totaled
20,929 killed and 53,784 wounded from June
25, 1950—the day the war started—until July
13, 1951. From July 13, 1851—three days after
the talks started—until July 27, 1953, when
the armistice was signed, the official casualty
figures reported 12,700 dead and 49,500
wounded.

This is not to suggest that we must casu-
ally accept a continuation of the fighting in
Vietnam—even at a reduced casualty rate—
while the search for a negotiated peace con-
tinues. Quite the contrary. Each violent
death, each act of destruction in Vietnam
is an unconscionable affront to human sen-
sibility.
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The maneuvering and bargaining in Paris
will doubtless go on for a long time, but
there are several preliminary agreements
that need to be reached as soon as humanly
possible,

The Initial order of business in Paris is
Hanol’s demand for unconditional cessation
of the bombing of North Vietnam. Prompt
American acceptance is clearly the indispen-
sable first step toward frultful negotia-
tions—the step so long urged on the John-
son Administration by many of the leaders
and the peoples of allied, neutral, and Com-
munist countries, not to mention our own.

The next step, it seems to us, must be
early agreement on a sharp deescalation of
all fighting by both sides. What would be
vastly more desirable, of course, would be
a general and immediate cease-fire to end
the kllling now—while negotiations go on.
There are barriers to such an agreement, not
the least of which is the long smoldering
conviction of the leaders of North Vietnam
that they were betrayed after the cease-fire
and settlement they reluctantly accepted at
the Geneva Conference of 1954.

Much could be done to assuage this sus-
plcion among the leaders of North Vietnam
that they might be burnt again, this time by
the United States, if the American emissaries
at the Paris talks would make it clear at the
outset—privately if that is preferable—that
the United States is committed to complete
withdrawal from Vietnam, and is prepared,
as Senator Eugene J, McCarthy has urged,
to “negotiate a new government for South
Vietnam"—if, indeed, these are our inten-
tions.

To be sure, it is not good poker to show
your hand before you are called; nor is it
considered shrewd collective bargaining to
reveal what concessions you are prepared to
make in searching for a compromise. But,
given the background and aftermath of the
1954 Geneva Conference; given the fact that
we are not dealing here with poker chips, or
with wages, hours, and seniority, but rather
with the lives and the land of millions of
innocent victims of power politics; given the
final fact that the collapse of negotiations
in Paris would lead to renewed escalation of
the war in Vietnam, which in turn could
trigger worldwide nuclear war—given these
considerations, the sacred laws of poker-play-
ing, the traditional concepts of bargaining,
and even the ancient arts of diplomacy have
little relevance to the challenge that con-
fronts us.

The negotiated settlement designed to
bring enduring peace to Vietnam, will be
hammered out, hopefully, over a period of
months—perhaps longer. But for the present,
the immmediate and imperative need is to
stop the killing.
|[From the CoNGRESSIONAL REecomp, May T,

1968]

Sror THE KILLING Now—ORDER FOR IN-PLACE
CEASE-FIRE SHOULD CoINcibE WITH BEGIN-
NING OF ParIs TALKS ON VIETNAM

Mr. GrRUENING, Mr. President, the agree-
ment for the beginning of talks in Paris with
North Vietnam on May 10, 1968 affords the
United States an opportunity to take an im-
portant, constructive step along the road to
peace in Vietnam.

From news accounts it seems quite likely
that—unless such a step is taken—during the
so-called peace talks in Paris which will take
a considerable amount of time, during that
period, the killing of military and civilian
Americans and Vietnamese will proceed apace
with all sides vying for tactical military ad-
vantage to ald their bargaining position at
the conference table.

This needless slaughter need not take
place. The United States can move to prevent
it.

It 1s obvious that unless the United States
is prepared to lay waste to all of Vietnam,
both North and South, a military victory is
out of the question, and probably out of the

question in any event, and that settlement of
the conflict must come at the conference
table.

Therefore, what possible advantage can
there be in continuing the carnage there?
It is especially frightful for American boys
to be killed or wounded day after day for a
temporary, dubious military advantage which
will in all probability be yielded at the con-
ference table.

These deaths and woundings of both
Americans, their allies, and the Vietnamese
should cease.

The United States should immediately an-
nounce that, as of the time of the com-
mencement of the Paris talks, there will be
an in-place cease-fire in all of South Vietnam
on the part of the United States, its allles,
and the South Vietnamese forces, except for
defensive action.

The United States has the power to en-
force such an order with respect to the South
Vietnamese forces because the United States
has absolute control over the wherewithal
by which the South Vietnamese forces oper-
ate.

As is stated in the recently published book
“Vietnam Folly,” which I coauthored:

“In the light of this history, the United
States is in no position to argue that it can-
not use its economic and military might in
South Vietnam—now augmented by over
500,000 men of its armed forces—to establish
in Saigon a government which is truly rep-
resentative of all elements of South Vietnam'’s
economic, religious and military life—for the
time being other than the Vietcong, having
done so leave its future to the Vietnamese
people.

“In South Vietnam, the bullets for the
rifles, the shells for the mortars, the gasoline
for the jeeps, the tanks and the airplanes,
and the food for the people—these are all
available through and as the United States
armed forces decide.”

But what of the Vietcong and the North
Vietnamese forces in South Vietnam? Will
they honor such a unilateral in-place cease-
fire?

I believe they would have to. But at least
they should be offered the opportunity to
do so.

Neither the Vietcong nor the North Viet-
namese forces can hope to maintain even
the minimum support of the people of South
Vietnam if they alone are killing Vietnamese.

As Buddhist monk Thich Nhat Hanh has
stated in his perceptive work entitled “Lotus
in a Sea of Fire”:

*. . . the Vietnamese people with twenty
years of war behind them, will turn with
trust and longing to a government that com-
bines the concerns of peace and independ-
ence . . . A refusal to participate in an effort
that is clearly in the direction of peace com-
bined with independence would brand the
Front as the enemy of the people rather than
their friends, and its own image would be
tarnished and degraded hopelessly.”

If this course of action is taken, then ne-
gotiations can continue in Paris without the
pressures of daily mortality statistics from
Vietnam.

I have previously proposed that all—and
not merely partial—bombing of North Viet-
nam should cease so that all killings in all
of Vietnam should end so that the pres-
sures on the negotiators in Paris can be
minimized.

Pressures in the United States—the divi-
siveness which is racking the United States—
could also be minimized if the administra-
tion, at the same time it announced the in-
place cease-fire In South Vietnam were to
announce that henceforth no draftee would
be sent to Southeast Asla without his con-
sent and that all draftees in that area would
be given the opportunity of requesting duty
somplace else.

I have twice introduced an amendment to
the Selective Service Act which provided that
no draftee could be sent to southeast Asia
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without his approval. My reasons for doing
s0 were twofold, In the first instance, I be-
lieved the involvement of the United States
in a civil war in Vietnam was wrong from
beginning to end and that it was wrong for
our Government to force young men to fight
in a war which is morally and legally un-
Jjustifiable and which many of them so con-
sider it. Since then the opposition to the
war, especially among our young people, has
grown by leaps and bounds, an event which
I had clearly foreseen and do not hesitate to
predict will encompass an ever-growing pro-
portion of Americans. Second, I made the
distinction between enlistees and draftees
and pointed out the inequity of garrisoning
our troops in Europe and in other noncombat
areas, with thousands of men who joined the
service on their own, while thousands of
draftees were sent to Vietnam, many of
whom It is probable would not choose to be
there of their own volition.

There is a vast difference between sending
enlisted men of the Armed Forces to Viet-
nam and sending draftees there. When a man
voluntarily enlists in one of the branches
of the armed services, he does so with his
eyes open—he knows that he must obey the
orders of the Commander in Chief and go
where he is sent—even if it is to fight and
perhaps die in Vietnam. His is not “to reason
why.” He undertook to obey orders when
he voluntarily entered military service. No
one forced him to enlist,

The draftee, after he is inducted, also
agrees to obey orders but his agreeing to
do so is not on a voluntary basis. He has no
cholce. But he does know that he is being
sent to fight in a war which the Congress
did not declare. And he does know that un-
der the Constitution, which he must swear
to uphold and defend when he is inducted,
only the Congress can declare war. This is
a part of the crux of the reluctance of so
many of our young men to serve in Vietnam,
in addition to the fact that the United
States is there illegally, and having invited
itself in—contrary to the official allegations
that it was invited in, and in viclation of all
the pertinent treaties to which it is signa-
tory—the United Nations Charter, the SEATO
Treaty and the unilateral commitment made
for the United States by Under Secretary of
State Walter Bedell Smith that it would
respect the Geneva accords.

There can be no doubt but that draft-
ing men to serve in Vietnam is dividing
the United States as no other conflict has
ever divided this Nation. Thus, there ap-
peared in The New York Times for April 28,
1968, a three-page advertisement signed by
more than 500 presidents of student govern-
ment and editors of campus newspapers
stating their belief that they *“should not be
forced to fight in the Vietnam war because
the Vietnam war is unjust and immoral.”

I ask unanimous consent to have the ad-
vertisement printed in the REcCORD.

[From the New York Times, May 25, 1968]
Censors’ “Noes ForR NEws"” ENRAGE SAIGON'S
EDITORS
(By Douglas Robinson)

SacoN, SoutH VIETNAM, May 25—The
newspapers of Salgon are Increasingly
sprinkled with blank spaces these days as a
battle between censors and editors rages with
neither side willing to concede a column
inch.

Judging from appearances, the censors
currently have the upper hand, but the edi-
tors, who fume and rant about Government
control, are determined not to be blue-pen-
ciled into submission,

The two English-language newspapers—
The Salgon Dally News and The Saigon
Post—have recently borne the brunt of the
censors’ “noes for news,” as one editor put
it.

“The censors take out anything that ap-
pears to criticize the Government,” said Tran
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Nha, editor of The Saigon Post in a recent
interview. “We also have a good deal of trou-
ble because the censors don't really under-
stand English.”

MISTAKE OF CENSORS

Mr, Nha sald that a recent headline had
read, “Pacification Hardly Touched by Sec-
ond Red Offensive.”

“The censors took out ‘hardly touched’ be-
cause they felt the words meant ‘hard hit,””
Mr. Nha said mournfully,

The preliminary peace talks in Paris and
the resignation of Premier Nguyen Van Loc
and his Cabinet have caused headaches for
Balgon’'s harassed editors, since the word
“peace” was not allowed in headlines and
speculation on Government actions is for-
bidden.

After tortuous circumlocutions during the
initial days of the Paris negotiations, the
newspapers were finally permitted to use
“peace” in headlines. Speculation on the
future Cabinet, however, continued to be
excised with the resulting gaping holes on
Page 1.

PROHIBITIONS LISTED

The censors, who are part of the Ministry
of Information, work in a crowded room on
the second floor of the National Press Center
in downtown Saigon. The room, which has
no air-conditioning, has a blackboard on
which are listed the prohibited subjects for
the day.

Each day, the editors of Salgon’s 36 news-
papers must submit their final page proofs
to the censors for examination. These proofs
are brought in three hours before press time,
since the editors have learned that the proc-
ess may be excruciatingly slow.

In addition to the two English-language
dally newspapers, the city has 25 Vietnamese,
seven Chinese and two French newspapers.

Before last year's election campalgn, there
were no censors as such. The Government
simply suspended publications when they
overstepped the bounds of what officlals de-
cided was poor taste or inaccurate reporting.

Then, during the campaign, censorship
was abolished to permit candidates to air
their views. Pro-Communist or “neutralist”
writings were not permitted, but since there
were virtually no candidates of either per-
suasion, there were few problems.

A RAY OF HOPE

During the enemy’'s Lunar New Year of-
fensive in February, when South Vietnam
was placed under martial law, the present
form of censorship was established and it
has not been relaxed.

A ray of hope for the editors was seen to-
day when it was announced that Ton That
Thien had been appointed Information Min-
ister. Mr. Thien was once the chief editorial
writer for The Salgon Guardian, a newspaper
that was suspended by the Government last
year.

Newsmen hope that Mr. Thien's appoint-
ment will mean that measures now pending
before the legislature that would strengthen
the censorship laws will be abandoned or
toned down. Of particular concern is a pro-
posal for the death penalty for anyone writ-
ing what could be considered Communist or
neutralist stories.

Not all editors, however, are up in arms
against censorship. Nguyen Lau, publisher
of The Saigon Daily News and a columnist
of considerable reputation, is relaxed about
the whole matter.

“I write what I see and feel and the cen-
sors take it out,” he said. “But at least I can
g0 home with a clear consclence and not
worry about going to jail.”

Sarcon SENTENCES U.P.I. PHOTOGRAPHER
SAIcON, SoUTH VIETNAM, May 25.—Nguyen
Thanh Tal, a once-wounded combat photog-
rapher for United Press International, has
been convicted by a special South Vietnamese
Military court of having produced plctures
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detrimental to the public interest. He was
sentenced to two years in prison,

The court’s findings were made Friday and
were disclosed yesterday.

Mr. Tal, a citizen of South Vietnam, was
convicted of having taken pictures in 1965
that the Government sald falsely depicted
South Vietnamese soldiers threatening and
abusing Vietcong prisoners. Among the
photographs was one showing water being
forced down the nose and throat of a
prisoner.

In New York, United Press International
formally protested yesterday to the South
Vietnamese Government against the con-
viction of Mr. Tai, H. Roger Tatarian, U.P.I.
editor, sent a cable to President Nguyen Van
Thieu in Salgon to call his “urgent atten-
tion" to the case.

UKRAINIAN INDEPENDENCE
COMMEMORATION

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, as the
city of Washington prepares to welcome
on Saturday, June 1, the Ukrainian Con-
gress Committee of America, there is
added import to the headlines that tell
us of the stirrings of independence
among the unhappy satellites of Moscow.

It is to commemorate the 50th an-
niversary of Ukraine’s independence that
brings to our midst our good American
neighbors who iook back to Ukraine as
the land of their ancestry.

The independence of 1918 had been
long fought for, but was short lived. For
the heavy hand of Moscow dealt a quick
death blow to a people’s dream:.

But Moscow could not—cannot—and
never will be able to quench the Ukrain-
ian determination to be free.

Time and again in the Halls of Con-
gress we have drawn upon the example
of Ukraine for inspiration—out of its cul-
ture—out of its courage—out of the con-
stancy of its struggle for national life
and liberty.

The Washington observance begins at
the memorial statue to Taras Shev-
chenko, the national poet of Ukraine.
The poet is more than a century dead,
but there is a deathless challenge in his
words that have been spoken before in
the Capitol and I would like to repeat:

One thing I cannot bear

To know my land that was begulled
Into a death trap with a lie
Trampled and ruined and defilled—
Ah, but I care, dear God, I care,

One can understand why the Soviets
denounced Shevchenko’s writings as
“detrimental” and saw that they were
removed from bookstores and libraries.
And the literary world can be grateful
that the Ukrainians in America have seen
to it that his works have been published
here in their full 14 volumes.

Ukrainian hearts will beat faster and
more fondly to the patriotic lyrics of the
poet—and hearts of the world will be
braver for remembering the courage of
Ukraine—steadfast beyond all suffering.

Ukrainians will really be observing two
historic dates—that of January 1918
when—with the czar overthrown—the
Ukrainians declared their independence
and established the Ukrainian National
Republie. But all too soon the Red armies
crashed in and the Ukraine was finally
incorporated into the Soviet Union.

Again in 1941, caught between the
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raging battle lines of the infamous Hitler
and the equally savage Stalin, Ukrainian
freedom was reborn, and on June 30,
1941, the Provisional Government of the
Ukraine was established. They had defied
Nazi terrorism but, once again, the cruel
crushing of the Red armies blasted their
hopes of freedom.

In all these years the Ukrainians have
not accepted serfdom as permanent for
themselves, and they have striven to
warn the free world of the true meaning
of communism—the savage mind and
sinister menace of Moscow as they have
known them.

These United States with its only 200
years of history can learn much from
the thousand-year history of the Ukraine,

In spite of defeats and despair the
valiant people of the Ukraine look for
history to repeat itself—for still another
opportunity for freedom when they can
match power with power—for they know
and they warn us that communism re-
spects nothing but power—superlative
power.

That the Ukrainian hope is no empty
dream is supported by the hasty retreat
from Prague this past week by Premier
Kosygin cutting short his coneiliation
visit by some 4 days.

This incident is symptomatic of the
stirrings throughout the captive nations
summarized in an editorial published in
the Christian Science Monitor of last
Friday, May 24,

It is fraught with omens of the future,
of significance not only to liberty loving
Ukrainians but to us of America busy
“puilding bridges” of understanding
from the free world to these nations of
the world that want to be free.

I ask unanimous consent that the
Christian Secience Monitor editorial be
printed in the Recorb.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the Rec-
oRD, as follows:

COMMUNISM AND POLITICAL FREEDOM

Eastern European communism finds it-
self increasingly caught in a cleft stick. It
sees itself trapped between a need to grant
greater political democracy and concern lest
such changes undermine strict party control
of national life.

This problem is heightened by the fact
that this dilemma has been created largely
through the degree of economic progress
which most of these countries have made.
As the national economies have expanded,
as they demand a higher level of skill, edu-
cation and intelligence, the necessity for po-
litlcal concessions has grown.

Clearly, none of these lands is ready to
forgo either economic growth or the crea-
tion of a more highly educated population.
Hence the dilemma: How to meet the rlslng
demand for freedom without actually grant-
ing meaningful liberty?

Few Western experts belleve that, in the
end, the Communist countries have any
choice other than to grant wide-ranging con-
cessions to the demand for more political
power. Thus France's Jean-.‘.l'a.cquen Servan-
Schrelber does not hesitate to state: “There
is a close link between economic develop-
ment and political lberallsm. Prague and
Warsaw and Moscow are obliged by economic
necessity to introduce political liberty.”

While perhaps less optimistic over early
changes, the late Polish expatriate expert
on Eastern Europe, Alexander Bregman,
wrote that “once the impossibility of carry-
ing on with an economic and social system
which needed total tyranny to keep it going
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has been recognized, a way must be found
for democratizing the political system as
well.”

It seems obvious that the ruling Com-
munist Party in Czechoslovakia has come
to agree with the Servan-Schreiber-Berg-
man analysis., While Prague has not gone to
the point of legalizing opposition partles, it
has apparently opened the door to a degree
of discussion and disagreement within the
party and the nation unique in the latter
annals of Marxism.

True, the Soviet Union has set itself against
this trend. Within the past few weeks several
of the topmost ideological spokesmen in
Moscow have spoken out against Western
democratic concepts in very threatening
tones. So have Polish and East German
officials.

Yet it is doubtful if this rising tide can
long be stemmed in any Eastern European
country (other than in one or two of the
least developed). The need to give freer play
to the intellect is too great to be able to chan-
nel such play towards economics alone while
preventing it from reaching politics.

OMNIBUS CRIME CONTROL AND
SAFE STREETS ACT OF 1968

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, last
Thursday the Senate passed the Omni-
bus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act
of 1968, Support for the Senate action is
beginning to come in, in the form of
newspaper editorials, columnists’ articles,
telegrams, and letters.

I ask unanimous consent to have the
following material printed in the RECORD.

A telegram, dated May 24, 1968, that
I received from the board of directors of
the National District Attorneys Associa-
tion, meeting in Denver, Colo. The asso-
ciation has a membership of 2,500. The
telegram is signed by 34 prosecuting at-
torneys from 21 States, and the reso-
lution it refers to was unanimously
adopted.

An editorial entitled “Crime, CELLER
and L. B. J.,” published in the Washing-
ton Daily News of May 25, 1968.

An ediforial entitled “The Senate Re-
bukes the Court,” published in the Wash-
ington Star of May 23, 1968.

An editorial entitled “A Tough Crime
Bill,” published in the Washington Star
of May 26, 1968.

An editorial entitled “Action on Crime,”
published in the Christian Science Moni-
tor of May 25, 1968.

An editorial entitled “Senate Whomps
Supreme Court,” published in the St.
Louis Globe-Democrat of May 23, 1968.

A syndicated article entitled ‘“‘Court
Tips Constitutional Scales,” written by
Jenkin Lloyd Jones, published in the
Washington Star of May 25, 1968.

An article entitled “The Loaded Omni-
bus,” published in the Washington Daily
News of May 24, 1968.

An article entitled “DA’s Need To Bar-
gain With Criminals Scored,” published
in the Buffalo Courier-Express of April
25, 1968.

An article entitled “Senate’s Vote on
Crime Bill Confirms People Are Fed Up,”
written by William S. White, and pub-
lished in the Washington Post of May
27, 1968.

An advertisement entitled “Patrolman
Frank Gucciardi Will Not Be On His
Beat Today,” signed by the Patrolmen’s
Benevolent Association of the City of
New York, and published in the New
York Times of May 27, 1968.
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An advertisement entitled “We Can’t
Put Out Fires and Dodge Beer Bottles,”
signed by the Uniformed Firemen’s As-
sociation, and published in the New
York Times of May 27, 1968.

There being no objection, the material
was ordered to be printed in the REcorb,
as follows:

DewnvEr, CoLo.,
May 24, 1968.
Senator JoEN McCLELLAN,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.:

The board of directors of the National Dis-
trict Attorneys' Assoclation meeting in Den-
ver, Colo.,, on May 24, 1968, have unani-
mously passed a resolution urging the Joint
Conference Committee of the United States
Senate and House of Representatives to ac-
cept the amendments proposed by the United
States Senate to the “Safe Streets and
Crime"” bill. This organization, speaking for
prosecuting attorneys throughout the coun-
try, strongly urges the passage of this bill,
realizing that there is an immediate and
urgent necessity for such legislation.

We strongly urge the adoption of the Sen-
ate version of the “Safe Streets and Crime”
bill and urge its immediate passage in this
vital fight against crime in this country. It
is essential that we provide the necessary
tools for local law enforcement to deal with
this major domestic issue and that we es-
tablish a firm national posture on this is-
sue. The Senate version of this bill not only
reflects the consensus of prosecutors, but
represents the overwhelming opinion of the
majority of American citizens.

Board of directors National District At-
torneys’ Association, Willlam J. Rag-
glo, President; Evert Burton, Ports-
mouth, Ohic; Lewis Ambler, Bartles-
ville, Okla., James D. McDevitt, Denver,
Colo.; Garrett Byrne, Boston, Mass.;
T, E. Duncan, Gainesville, Fla.; Michael
Dillon Buffalo, N.¥Y.; George Franklin,
Las Vegas, Nev.; Elliott Golden, Brook-
lyn, N.Y¥.; Carol Vance, Houston, Tex.;
John Stomas, Chicago, Ill.; Leo E.
Maki, Lansing, Mich.; James Epskamp,
Caro, Mich.; Willilam Burns, Chicago,
Ill.; John M. Price, Sacramento, Calif.;
Patrick F. Healy, Chicago, Ill.; John J.
O'Hara, Covington, Ky.; John Thevos
Paterson, N.J.; Charles Paruszewski,
Wilmington, Del.; Gerald A. Stack,
Thermopolis, Wyo.; Harry Brenner,
Huntington, N.Y,, Charles Moylan, Jr,,
Baltimore, Md.; Thomas Spellerberg,
Tiffin, Ohlo; Keith Sanborn, Wichita,
Kans.; Bill Boyd, McKinney, Texas;
Evelle J. Younger, Los Angeles, Calif,;
Henry Kowalczyk, Crown Point, Ind.:
Richard E. Gerstein, Miami, Fla.; Wil-
liam Cahn, Mineola, N.Y.; Massel Mar-
tin, Mineola, N.Y.; R. James Brennan,
Pennington County, SD.; Francis
Watson, Red Wing, Minn.; Paul
Douglas, Lincoln, Neb.; George Auclon,
Jefferson County Colo.

[From the Washington (D.C.) Daily News,
May 25, 1968]
CriME, CELLER, AND L, B. J.

In passing a much stronger anti-crime bill
than Presldent Johnson had recommended,
the United States Senate most assuredly is
reflecting majority public opinion.

‘The chief features of the bill would make
voluntary confessions of crime admissable as
evidence, permit wiretapping in a variety of
crime investigations, and restrict the sale of
pistols.

These are weapons law enforcement agen-
cles need to do a better job of offsetting the
rising crime wave.

The new provisions on confessions were
made necessary by a serles of Supreme Court
declsions, which very nearly made any con-
fession unacceptable at a trial. Under the
Senate bill, the trlal judge would have the
power to determine whether a confession was
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actually voluntary. Who else is better quali-
fled to make this decision?

Wiretapping has been widely used by pri-
vate snoops but police agencles have been
under heavy restrictions. The Senate voted
to reverse that upside-down situation by pro-
hibiting private “buggings” entirely and per-
mitting police use of these devices only under
court supervision.

The gun control section of the bill may not
go as far as the Administration wished, but
at least it heads in the right direction.

‘What the Senate attempted to do was to
take away some of the extraordinary “breaks”
which have been given convicted criminals
and restore some balance in the war between
crime and law and order.

If wiretapping 1s an “invasion of privacy,”
as its opponents contend, what in the name
of creation 1s murder, rape, kidnaping and
burglary?

Rep. Emanuel Celler, chalrman of the
House Judiclary Committee, 1s saying he
would rather “sacrifice” the whole bill than
accept the wiretapping and confesslon sec-
tions. There have been hints Mr. Johnson
might veto the bill because of these provi-
slons.

If either of these gentlemen succumbs to
such a narrow obstinacy he will be bucking
a tide of public opinion which is sick of
crime and is demanding that soclety get at
least an even draw with the criminal.

The Senate has devised an historic and reas-
onable bill. Rep. Celler and others of his
inclination will undo it at the risk of com-
pounding a crime wave which already has
reached fearful proportions.

[From the Washington (D.C.) Evening Star,
May 23, 1968)

THE SENATE REBUKES THE COURT

By no rational stretch of the imagination
can the Senate’s action Tuesday on Title IT
of the crime bill be viewed as an “assault”
on the Supreme Court. What the Senate
votes actually amounted to was an emphatic
expression of disapproval and dissent from
the line which the court majority has been
following in overturning criminal convic-
tions.

This comes through most clearly in the
voting on two major sections of Title II,

One was a vote to soften the impact on
law enforcement of the court’s 5-to-4 ruling
two years ago in the Miranda case. This
decision holds that a confession 1s invalid
unless the suspect has been given a series of
notices prior to questioning and unless he
understands that the police will make avail-
able to him a lawyer to sit by his side and
advise him during any interrogation. This
ruling, though its effect is in dispute, has
been widely condemned as a barrier to any
effective questioning of criminal suspects. It
is also a judge-made barrler, since prior to
1966 the Constitution had not been thought
to require the Miranda “safeguards.”

What the Senate did was to provide, by
a vote of 556 to 29, that in Federal cases the
trial judge, despite Miranda, may consider
all of the circumstances surrounding a con-
fession and admit it in evidence if he decides
it was made voluntarily. The hitch here, of
course, is that the Supreme Court in due
time may declare this provision unconsti-
tutional, even though it may be approved by
the House and adopted by the President.

The other significant vote came on a pro-
posal to deprive the Supreme Court of jurls-
diction to review a state court conviction
based on a confession if the state’s highest
court had held the confession to be volun-
tary. The Constitution clearly gives Congress
the authority to do this. But it would be a
drastic remedy to invoke, and the proposal
was voted down, 52 to 32. Michigan’'s Senator
Grifin undoubtedly spoke for many of his
colleagues when he said: “As much as I
disagree with the Supreme Court’s rulings,
I really hesitate to tamper with the delicate
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balance of power between the legislature and
the judiciary.”

This is about the size of it. Title II as
finally approved is essentially a notice to
the court that the Senate thinks it should
mend its ways, that it should keep the scales
in better balance as between the rights of
criminals and the right of the public to be
protected from crime, If this advice becomes
law and if the court ignores it, which it is
quite likely to do, Tuesday's struggle in the
Senate very probably will turn out to have
been only the first round in a continuing
battle between the judiciary and the legis-
lature.

[From the Washington (D.C.) Evening Star,
May 26, 1968]
A ToucH CRIME BILL

The anti-crime bill which has been
adopted by the Senate is equipped with
sharp teeth, The anguished outcries and
the flagrant misrepresentations by its op-
ponents should remove any doubt on that
score.

It is not our contention that this bill is
right in all respects or that it cannot be
improved upon when it goes to conference.
We think it can be improved. But to say, as
some do, that it is a spiteful assault on the
Supreme Court or that if it becomes law it
will no longer be safe for a law-abiding cit-
izen to talk on the telephone or converse
with his wife in the privacy of his home 1s
nothing but nonsense.

The attack on the bill moves along two
main lines. One thrust stays that the effort
to modify the Supreme Court rulings in the
Miranda and two other cases is unconstitu-
tional. This is disputed by the sponsovs.
But there is no reason for panic on this score.
If the section in question is unconstitutional,
the Supreme Court will have opportunity to
say so.

The second line of attack is aimed at the
authorization under what seem to us to be
adequate safeguards for the use of wiretaps
and electronic listening devices by federal
authorities. In our view, this authorization
was broadened on the Senate floor to cover
too many types of crimes. We would prefer
to see this cut back to the offenses spelled
out in the original bill. Two points, how-
over, are worth noting, One is that the Sen-
ate approved this authorization by a vote
of 68 to 12. Are the critics seriously suggest-
ing that 68 senators want to set up a police
state in this country? The other is that,
under the bill, all private bugging for the
first time is made a federal crime.

The critics hope, first, that the House
conferees will not accept the Senate bill, and,
second, that the President will veto 1t if they
do.
What the conferees or the President will
do is anyone’s guess. The obvious fact ls,
however, that the bill sponsored by Senator
McClellan of Arkansas is a response to a
massive public demand for protection against
crime and eriminals. This bill, perhaps with
some modification In conference, should be-
come law. And the self-appointed constitu-
tional experts should leave that issue to the
court.

[From the Christian Science Monitor,
May 25, 1968]
AcTION ON CRIME

These columns have repeatedly emphasized,
and they will continue to emphasize, the
overriding need for immediate and effective
action to reduce the horrifying crime rate in
the United States. This topic is too urgent
to be dropped. There must be continual pres-
sure upon public opinion, upon all public
bodies and services until adequate action is
taken.

Currently the national Congress is wres-
tling with a crime bill, several of whose sec-
tions are highly controversial. The Senate

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

has overwhelmingly passed the so-called Title
I1, which would overturn key Supreme Court
decisions limiting in court the use of con-
fessions and line-up identifications as evi-
dence. It seems likely, however, that the
House of Representatives will hearken to the
many voices which have been ralsed against
such action and will reject it.

Thus a deadlock might occur. This, in turn,
might threaten the rest of the administra-
tion’s crime control legislation over which
there is less disagreement.

‘We refuse to accept the thesis that a strong
crime bill, strengthening the hand of the
nation’s law enforcement agencles and the
courts, while granting full constitutional pro-
tection to the accused, cannot be drafted
and passed. It would be a tragedy If national
debate became so wrapped up in whether the
Senate is right or the House is right that no
effective measure came out of this session of
Congress.

We call upon both houses of Congress to bld
their respective committees sit down to-
gether and stay together until they have
drafted measures which achieve these ends.
If the Supreme Court has gone too far (and
no human organization is immune to mis-
takes), a way can be found to correct this,
If the court's decisions are deemed unexcep-
tionable, then, new paths must be found. But,
in any event, the American people demand
that law enforcement become surer and
swifter. The sooner this is done, the more
easily will it be done.

[From the St. Louis (Mo.) Globe-Democrat,
May 23, 1968]

SENATE WHOMPS SUPREME COURT

Tuesday was a great day for law-abiding
Americans as a determined majority in the
United States Senate, led by Sen. John L.
MecClellan, gave the ultra-liberal Supreme
Court majority a long overdue rebuff by over-
turning court decisions that have put undue
restrictions on police, confessions and eye-
witness testimony.

The Miranda, Mallory and Wade decisions
went into the ash heap. They were washed
out when the Senate voted to keep sections
of the bill that established voluntariness as
the principal test for admissibility of con-
fessions in federal courts.

By a vote of 51 to 31 the Senate also beat
back an attempt to strike a section which
would overrule a Supreme Court decision
that eyewitness testimony can't be admitted
if a lawyer was not present at police lineup
identifications.

Senate liberals made much of the fact that
they succeeded in eliminating sections that
would have abolished the court’s power to
review cases involving confessions, eyewitness
testimony and writs of habeas corpus. These
sections should have been defeated because
the Supreme Court must retain the right to
review such cases.

These reversals, however, took nothing
from the victory by advocates of stronger law
enforcement in striking down the landmark
Supreme Court rulings that have handcuffed
police and prosecutors.

Senator McClellan deserves high praise for
his strong leadership in pushing these pro-
visions to passage.

He pulled no punches in accusing the five
liberal Justices who have voted these re-
strictions of undermining law enforcement in
this country.

In overturning the controversial court de-
cisions, the Senate is acting well within its
scope as spelled out in the Constitution, This
rebuke to the high court liberal majority
should put them on notice that not only the
Senate but people all over the country are fed
up with their decisions that give increasing
leverage to criminals in escaping question-
ing or making confessions,

They have shown a strangely callous dis-
regard for the public’s primary right to pro-
tection against a record criminal onslaught
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and to justice that is based on equity and
not court-invented technicalities.

[From the Washington (D.C.) Star, May 25,
1968]

CovurT Trps CONSTITUTIONAL SCALES

When B80-year-old Hugo Lafayette Black
unloaded on his fellow Supreme Court jus-
tices during his Columbia law school lec-
tures this spring, he said nothing that hadn't
been sald with more or less profanity by
myriads of lawyers and legislators hefore
him.

But here was a man in the twilight of his
years, gone well beyond the need of political
favor or personal approbation, who, as he
put it, was filled with “fear for our constitu-
tional system.” And he tagged his brother
justices for the peril.

Sald Justice Black:

“Power corrupts, and unrestricted power
will tempt Supreme Court justices just as
history tells us it has tempted other judges.
Given absolute or near absolute power, judges
may exercise it to bring about changes that
are inimical to freedom and good govern-
ment. ...

“I strongly believe that the basic purpose
and plan of the Constitution is that the
federal government should have no powers
except those that are expressly or impliedly
granted and that no department of govern-
ment—executive, legislative or judicial—has
authority to add to or take away the powers
granted or denied by the Constitution, . . .

“I deeply fear for our constitutional sys-
tem when life-appointed judges can strike
down a law passed by Congress or a state
legislature with no more justification than
that the judges belleve the law is ‘unrea-
sonable.’ **

In recent years, and particularly since the
accesslon of Chief Justice Earl Warren and
the appointment of justices more famous for
social activism than awe of the law, the
court has come to regard itself, not as a
protector of rules, but as a creator of them.

The difference is fundamental.

It was 1656 years ago when, in the case
of Marbury vs. Madison, the court selzed
the right to strike down federal statutes that
appeared to contravene the intent of the
Constitution.

It was a reasonable seizure. Affer all, you
wouldn't have much of a constitutional sys-
tem if Congress could nullify any part of it
with a simple vote. Someone had to make
subjective judgments of what the Constitu-
tlon meant, and who better than the highest
court?

Until the Warren court came along when
justices split, they generally did so over
diverse interpretation of the letter of the
law. But the Warren court was characterized
by its determination to widen the First, Fifth
and Fourteenth Amendments by interpreta-
tions that hadn't occurred to previous courts.

The court's defenders have argued that in
a rapidly changing soclety the court is sim-
ply keeping up with the needs of the times
and that the process of amending the Con-
stitution is so slow that the interest of the
people would not be served by walting for it.

But a process for amending the Constitu-
tion does exist. And it would be interesting
to see how many state legislatures would
approve an amendment that would force
employers running sensitive defense plants
to hire members of known subversive orga-
nizations, or an amendment that would force
police to release a confessed rapist if so
much as a night intervened between his
arrest and arralgnment.

Yet the Supreme Court accomplished these
wonders by simply interpreting the Constitu-
tion in novel and hitherto-unthought-of
ways.

Dean Roscoe Found of Harvard put it well
a few years ago when he remarked that the
trouble with the court was “absolutism.” In
the court’s effort to achieve absolute jus-
tice, according to the personal bellefs of its
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majority, the law vanishes and a system of
decrees and edicts takes over.

All sincere dictatorships operate on the
same theory. “The law is supposed to be
good for the people. I think this is good for
the people. Ergo, this is the law.”

There seems to be no logical substitute for
the Supreme Court as the last word in the
interpretation of the Constitution. But the
flippant theory that “the law is what the
Supreme Court says it is” must have some
limitations if a system of law is to survive.

If the Supreme Court persists in its ap-
parent drive to nullify the Congress as it
pleases, and to direct the performance of the
Executive Branch, then we no longer have
a workable separation of powers. America
may be driven to ratifying a series of consti-
tutional amendments so clear in wording and
so specific in intent that the court would
have to deny the meaning of the English lan-
guage to override them.

Our system of checks and balances is worth
preserving.

[From the Washington (D.C.) Dally News,

May 24, 1968]

CELLER SET To CURB CRIME Brun: THE LOADED
OMNIBUS
(By Dan Thomasson)

What started out to be the President’s
omnibus anti-crime bill faced tough odds in
& House-Senate Conference Committee today
after being loaded in the Senate with pro-
visions to legalize police wiretapping and to
soften recent Supreme Court rulings.

Chairman Emanuel Celler (D., N.Y.) of the
House Judiciary Committee already has said
he will fight the provision to undercut High
Court rulings on confessions, eyewltness
testimony and legal counsel for suspects
when they are placed in police lineups.

Rep. Celler said he would rather “sacrifice”
the entire measure than accept the provisions
on confessions, He will head the House
conferees.

The bill, which also imposes new Federal
controls on sale and transportation of hand-
guns and authorizes $400 million fo
strengthen local and state law enforcement
agencies the next two years, was passed by
the Senate last night after days of debate.

As passed by the House last year, it pro-
vided only for the grants to local and state
police departments. But Republicans and
Southern Democrats used the bill as a vehi-
cle to rebuke the Supreme Court for rulings
as those in the Miranda, Mallory and Wade
cases and to authorize “new tools,” such as
wiretaps, to fight crime,

Congressional insiders sald today the fight
in the Conference Committee, made up of
senior members from the two Judiciary Com-
mittees would be long and hard. President
Johnson not only opposes the anti-Supreme
Court provisions of the Senate version but
also those authorizing distribution of funds
on a block basis to states.

Mr. Johnson has said the Senate version
raises “grave Constitutional questions.” But
he has not threatened a veto.

L.B.J. UPSET

The President also has been upset by the
Senate's refusal to give him a gun control bill
applying to rifles and shotguns as well as
pistols.

Senate passage came after two days of
fighting over the wiretapping provision
which liberal senators called a “deprivation”
of the Constitutionally-guaranteed right of
privacy.

But despite warnings the provision would
lead to a “police state” the Senate over-
whelmingly rejected efforts to kill or weaken
it substantially.

Under it, Federal, state or local police
could obtaln a court order permitting wire-
tapping or electronic bugging to collect
court-admissible evidence in nearly every
type of major crime, including murder, kid-
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naping, robbery, extortion, narcotics viola-
tions and labor racketeering.

But, it would prohibit wiretapping by any-
one other than a police officer and establish
heavy penalties for violations.

[From the Buffalo (N.Y.) Courler-Express,
Apr. 25, 1968]

DA’s NEgp To BARGAIN WITH CRIMINALS
SCORED

Dist. Atty. Michael F. Dillon asserted
Wednesday night that he is “abhorred” by
the fact that he must “sit and bargain” with
criminals and accept reduced pleas from
them.

He blamed the situation on administration
of criminal justice “that is bogged down in
a morass of technicality and confusion,”
caused in a large part by the Supreme Court's
emphasis on individual rights.

Dillon, addressing the Men's Sustaining
Soclety of Mercy Hospital in Club Como, 1779
South Park Ave., declared:

“Upon reading about all the times Dist.
Atty. Dillon has recommended reduced pleas,
you might possibly think that your district
attorney has gone out of his mind.

OBLIGED TO BARGAIN

“But every district attorney in every major
city in the United States is obliged to bar-
gain with the criminal element, and this is
as abhorrent to your DA as it is to you.”

Dillon said district attorneys must “bar-
gain” if they want to obtain any kind of
conviction because the courts are so bogged
down with criminal cases that many de-
fendants would go free for lack of prosecu-
tion.

He said Erle County’s four county judges
can try only 180 cases a year, yet on the
average, 800 persons are indicted annually
on felony charges.

“What do we do with the other 620 cases
(that can't go to trial) ?" Dillon asked. “We're
in a position, regretfully, where we are forced
to sit with criminals and discuss the best
possible plea that we can get—not for the
criminal—but for the people of the State of
New York.”

HIGH COURT ACTION SCORED

Dillon sald that when he was first elected
DA, “I was imbued with the need to preserve
and protect individual rights.”

But he added that the extent to which the
Supreme Court has gone in this area “has
created greater problems than the ones they
were supposed to solve.”

He maintained the system of administra-
tion of criminal justice “must be speeded
up.”

ENCOURAGING CRIMINAL

“We are nalve if we belleve that all of the
technicalitles designed to protect individual
rights are not contributing to the increase in
crime in this nation,” he asserted. ‘““The two
great deterrents to crime are fear of exposure
and fear of punishment, but under our sys-
tem we are encouraging criminals to take
their chances.”

He cited the length of trials in compara-
tively minor cases, the number of pretrial
hearings and other legal maneuvers which he
sald overlook the basic issue: “Did the de-
fendant commit the crime with which he was
charged?”

DILLON OFFERS PROPOSALS

Dillon saild the system can be speeded up
by eliminating jury trials In misdemeanor
cases; by adopting the federal method of jury
selection where the judge does most of the
questioning, instead of lawyers; by shorten-
ing preliminary hearings so that they will
determine only whether a crime was com-
mitted and whether the defendant was
linked with it; by eliminating the “cumber-
some” grand jury system, except for special
investigations, and making DAs or the at-
torney general responsible for issuing felony
indictments, and by abandoning the unani-
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mous jury verdict in favor of the 10 to 2 sys-
tem now used in Britain.

City Judge Willlam J. Ostrowskl installed
the Sustaining Soclety’s officers whose names
were published in Wednesday’s Courler-
Express. John E. O'Byrne is the president.

CHECK FOR HOSPITAL

Martin Lawandus, chairman of Mercy Hos=
pital’s Century Club, composed of society
members, presented a check for $4,663.90 to
the Rev. Francis Krupa, hospital chaplain,
for hospital use. Lawandus noted the funds
were raised at the club's dinner last month
and also announced that a Cadillac prize at
the dinner was won by Richard Higgins.

Richard Morris was master of ceremonies,
and Willlam T. O’Connell was chairman.

[From the Washington (D.C.) Post,
May 27, 1968]

SENATE'S VOTE oN CRIME BILL CONFIRMS
PEOPLE ARE FED UP

The United States Senate has now con-
firmed by deeds what had long been visible
Jjust below the surface. This is that the peo-
ple of this country are fed up with crime and
disorder; dangerously fed up, if it comes
to that.

The so-called “safe streets” bill passed by
the enormous margin of 72 to 4 incorporates
wise provisions and others, like the open-
ended authorization for wire-tapping, that
are debatable indeed and must bring grave
disquiet to reasonable men.

For the House of Representatives to have
adopted so uncharted a measure with so
little real debate would have been one thing.
That body invariably reflects the wider and
wilder swings of public sentiment and in fact
sometimes acts without much thought In
unspoken awareness that the Senate will al-
ways be there to check its excesses. But for
the Senate to move as it has now moved is a
rare thing, the implications of which could
hardly be more somber,

For the plain truth here is that this ordi-
narily careful and deliberative body has re-
buked the Supreme Court of the United
States in a way and to a degree that this Na-
tion has never before known. For the Sen-
ate's bill in substance reverses key decisions
of the Court which a staggering majority of
Senators believe to amount to shackling the
police and prosecuting officers. It is far more,
then, than a vote against “crime.” It is a vote
of no confidence in the highest judicial insti-
tution of this country. President Franklin
Roosevelt attempted half a lifetime ago to
pack the Court to alter its views on economic
matters. Now the Senate actually repudiates
the Court for social views now formally
found to be intolerable to the country’s high-
est legislative institution,

It is the inevitable end to a gathering
tragedy of which some observers had long
warned, and warned in vain. For the law of
physics that action provokes reaction is also
the law of life; and the Court, by persistent
rewriting of the Constitution to suit the per-
sonal views of most of its members has per-
sistently invited what at last it has got—the
positive enmity of the Senate.

The men on the High Bench have long re-
fused to practice that self-restraint, that
proper internal check on their own vast pow-
ers which it is their very highest duty to
practice. So today, no matter how reluctant
one may be to say it aloud, a constitutional
crisis exists in this Nation.

To attempt any total inquest upon the
Senate's motives is of course a difficult and
iffy enterprise. Still it may be saild to be
likely, at the very least, that it has gone so
far as it has gone in a general sense of frus-
tration at endless lawless “demonstrations”
which mock all notions of order and even
perhaps in part because of the current pres-
ence in Washington of the Poor Peoples
March.

It is not altogether irrelevant that even as
the roll was being called in the West Wing of
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the Capitol, 18 chanting “demonstrators”
were being hauled away from a congressional
office building.

That this is not the best possible emotional
climate in which to legislate grave matters
surely goes without saying, It is no less true,
however, that the situation in this national
capital, a situation in which bus drivers re-
fuse to work at night in imminent fear of
bandits and murderers, is a condition and
not merely a theory.

This columnist predicted more than two
years ago that the great sleeper issue of the
1968 presidential campaign would not be
Vietnam but rather crime and disorder. No
one can reasonably doubt this anymore. If
only the campaign dialogue can proceed in
rational calm we shall yet surmount this
ugly problem. If not, if politiclans who were
once too permissive toward disorder now turn
to extremist solutions, the road ahead will be
gloomy beyond description. Firmness, yes;
hysteria, no.

[From the New York Times, May 27, 1968]

PaTROLMAN FRANK Gucciarpl WiLLn Nor BE
oN His BeEaT ToDAY

He is but one law enforcement officer
victimized by increasing violence. Patrolman
Gucciardi i1s now in 8t. Luke's Hospital with
injuries sustained during the recent Colum-
bia University demonstrations. He may never
walk again. There are others.

How many more of New York’s finest may
not be on duty tomorrow or the day after
that? How much longer can lawlessness and
disorder be countenanced? How much longer
can this or any city accept a paradox that
glves a thug the right to purchase guns
through the mail, while denying policemen
the use of a nightstick to quell dangerous
riots?

The police, today, face the most critical
challenge in history. Crime and civil dis-
obedience are taking on epidemic propor-
tions. The streets, the colleges, the universi-
ties, our homes and personal safety are being
threatened dally. Any law with which a dem-
onstrator disagrees, becomes, for him, an in-
valid law. A city without law is a city in
chaos, and no law is meaningful unless it can
be enforced.

This advertisement is an effort to make
you aware of the problems facing those men
and women who have taken an oath to pro-
tect all the citizens of this community.

The police officer's job is vital. To operate
effectively, he must know that he has the
support of the people as well as the backing
of the city administration. He must be con-
sidered an ally, not a villain in a drama he did
not create. He must not be considered a crea-
ture outside the periphery of soclety. Yet, he
and his family have become the targets of
continued abuse, humiliation and personal
threat.

The New York City Police Department
must not be used as a tool for any man's self-
serving ambitions. Political expediency has
replaced total support for law enforcement.
In the face of increasing civil disorder and
violence, personal national image appears
more important than the grace problems that
beset this clty.

As a result of current emergencies, the
policeman has been asked to devote exhaust-
ing, hazardous overtime hours. But even after
the lengthiest delays, he is arbitrarily given
inadequate compensation in disregard of con-
tractual agreements.

He works 12 straight hours under emer-
gency conditions, but often the city does not
even grant him time off for meals.

The policeman is continuously ordered to
operate in areas other than his own preeinct.
This is known as “flying.” For the police offi-
cer, it involves reporting to his own precinct,
then traveling to a new assignment and re-
versing the procedure at the end of his tour.
It means extra hours for which he receives
absolutely no compensation. More important
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to the community, it leaves precincts under-
manned and underprotected.

The policeman faces the stark realities of
headlines that scream *“Kill a Cop a Day,"”
“Butchers,” “Police Brutality.” And yet, each
day, he takes his place again as the first line
of defense between an orderly soclety and
mob rule.

The policeman is acutely aware of soclial
and economic Injustices. He walks among
them every day. But his responsibility is clear
and simple: to enforce the law as it exists
and to protect each and every person against
those who violate the law. He has exercised
tremendous self-restraint in the face of ex-
treme provocation . ., . and he will continue
to do so. But, when commanded to use re-
straint in the face of criminal acts, without
being given viable alternatives to properly
perform his duty, only anarchy can result.

If the police are not permitted to act effec-
tively in the interest of all citizens, then no
citizen is safe and the very future of this
democratic soclety is endangered.

Patrolman Frank Gucclardi is involved.
How about you?

PATROLMEN'S BENEVOLENT ASSOCIA-
TION OF THE CI1TY OF NEW YORK,
JoHN J. CassESE, President.

WE Can’t Pur Our FIREs AND DODGE BEER
BOTTLES

Put yourself in our shoes for a minute.
There's a five-alarm fire. Maybe half a city
block is in flames. Lives are in danger. Posses-
sions are going up in smoke, Walls are
crumbling. Floors are caving in. People are
in real trouble. We're used to handling scenes
like this because we're firemen. It's part of
our job.

If it were your place in flames you'd be
plenty anxious for us to do our job. You
wouldn't want anything to stand in our way.

But something is standing in our way.
Bottles. Rocks. Bricks. Sometimes even bul-
lets.

Why on earth anyone would want to keep
us from doing what we're supposed to do is
a pretty sick mystery, But it is happening.

When we answer a call in a depressed area,
a few misled people start clobbering us.
Sometimes they even take pot shots at us.
We know neighborhoods like Harlem, Bed-
ford-Stuyvesant, Brownsville and the South
Bronx are no paradise to live in. But taking
it out on the firemen is no answer.

Everyone is entitled to fire protection, and
why should innocent people be deprived of
it because of these senseless acts.

Things have gotten so bad in this city that
the firemen need police protection. City Hall
is going to have to stop fooling around and
really find a way to solve this problem. We
need consistent, adequate police protection
to do our job. It's in the City's interest to
provide it. Because when a fireman is hurt,
everybody suffers. It means a man and his
family are put through a lot of grief. And
there’s one less fireman around to protect
your life and property.

You can help.

Write Mayor Lindsay and tell City Hall to
give us the protection we need to do our
job. If they don’t come through now, the
people who need fire protection most just
may not get it.

UwnirorMED FIREMEN'S Assoc,,
MiIcHAEL J. MAYE, President.

BIRTHDAY ANNIVERSARY OF VICE
PRESIDENT HUMPHREY

Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. Mr.
President, I ask unanimous consent to
have printed in the Recorp a statement
by the distinguished senior Senator from
Wyoming [Mr. McGee] relative to the
birthday anniversary of Vice President
HUMPHREY.

May 27, 1968

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

BIRTHDAY ANNIVERSARY OF VICE PRESIDENT
HUMPHREY

(Statement by Senator McGEE)

As I look back, I find it somewhat hard
to believe that the Hubert H. Humphrey who
burst upon the national political scene in
1948 was but 37 years old. He was young
indeed. Today, 20 years later, he is still a
young man in every way.

Hubert Humphrey has accomplished a
great deal, both before and after the events
which brought him into public prominence.
Always, he has been on top of the times,
thinking ahead in order to improve this great
country for all its inhabitants. It would be
difficult, if not impossible, to name another
individual who has proven to be a more
dedicated and loyal servant of the public, or,
for that matter, a more warm and real per-
son to those fortunate enough to have per-
sonal contact with him. I know how we in
this Chamber regard our Vice President; and
I believe that the people of America on the
whole have a similar, if less personal, regard
for Hubert Humphrey. He has given them
leadership tempered with the qualities of
warmth and reality and will, I am confident,
continue to do so for some years to come.

My own regard for Vice President Hum-
phrey is immense. We are political allies,
yes. He has been a wise counselor to me. But
there is more, much more, to it than that.
I have found that to know Hubert Humphrey
is to like him well, to be excited by his energy
and captivated by his mind, So I join Sena-
tors in a sincere happy birthday wish for the
Vice President, with the hope that we are
marking here today the beginning of a truly
climatic year in hils life—a year that I know
would be highly beneficial to our country and
its people.

JOSEPH W. MARTIN, JR.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, Joseph W.
Martin, Jr., who passed away this past
March, was a legend in his own lifetime.
He was an honored and beloved man
whose influence was felt by all who came
into contact with him during his career
in public life. He answered to many
names—Mr. Speaker, the minority lead-
er, “Mr. Republican,” and simply Joe. In
all of those roles his guilding purpose
was service—to his party, to the House of
Representatives, and to his Nation.

His legislative career began in 1912 as
a member of the Massachusetts House of
Representatives. He was elected to the
U.S. House of Representatives in 1924
and served continuously through the 89th
Congress. He was the Republican leader
of the House from the 76th to the 85th
Congresses, and was Speaker in the 80th
and 83d Congresses.

He first attended a Republican Na-
tional Convention as a delegate in 1916.
He was permanent chairman of the Re-
publican National Conventions of 1940,
1944, 1948, 1952, and 1956.

I had the great privilege to know him
and to learn from him both on the floor
of the House and on the convention floor.
I was first elected to the House of Repre-~
sentatives during the 1940 campaign of
Wendell L. Willkie, which was managed
by Joe Martin. As national chairman of
my party during the Dewey campaign of
1948, I again had the great good fortune
to work closely with Joe Martin.

Joe Martin was a very special person,
and he occupies a special place in the
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memory of everyone who knew him. His
long and dedicated service will assure
him a special place in the annals of
American history.

WHO OWNS THE GAME?

Mr. HANSEN. Mr, President, this
month's issue of Conservation News con-
tains part 1 of an article entitled, “Who
Owns the Game?” written by Ernest
Swift.

In the article, the author pulls no
punches and raises a clear warning to all
States that wish to retain their tradi-
tional rights to resident fish and game
animals.

I urge other Members of the Senate
who have not done so to support the two
bills now pending on this issue. They
would clearly spell out the jurisdictional
responsibilities of our 50 States. I invite
their attention to S. 2951, introduced by
the Senator from Nevada [Mr. BisLE]
and to S. 3212 introduced by the Senator
from Arizona [Mr. Fannin]. These bills
already enjoy bipartisan support.

S. 3212 is presently cosponsored by the
Senator from Utah [Mr. BENNETT], the
Senator from Colorado [Mr, DoMINICK],
the Senator from North Carolina [Mr.
Ervin], the Senator from Oregon [Mr.
Harrierp]l, the Senator from Florida
[Mr. HoLranp], the Senator from South
Carolina [Mr. TrUrMoOND], the Senator
from Texas [Mr. TowEer]l, and myself.

I ask unanimous consent that the ar-
ticle entitled “Who Owns the Game,”
published in Conservation News of May 5,
1968, be printed in the REcorp.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

WaHO OwNs THE GAME?—PaRT I
(By Ernest Swift)

Authority of the states to manage and
control all resident game and fish within
their borders, as well as claim title to the
same, is again being challenged by the Fed-
eral Government. This time it is by the Sec-
retary of Interior regarding all wildlife species
within the borders of Federal lands, and es-
pecially under the jurisdiction of the Depart-
ment of Interior.

To the rising generation of young American
sportsmen this may come as a new and star-
tling usurpation of authority, having grown
up with the snug theory that all resident
game belongs to the state wherein it resides.
But this issue has a long history of conten-
tion, golng back at least fifty years. This
challenge was responsible for the Migratory
Bird Treaty Act with Great Britain and later
with Mexico, thereby bringing to bear the
treaty powers of the U.8. Constitution.

This challenge was agaln made by Secretary
of Agriculture Henry Wallace during the de-
pression years when he was going to set sea-
sons and bag limits on the National Forests,
issue pe.rmibs for hunting, and charge for
them wunder the one-time famous order
G.20-A.

This order of Mr. Wallace threatening the
rights of the several states to manage their
own game, made the International Assocla-
tlon of Fish, Game and Conservation Com-
missloners grow up over night and put on
long pants. Under the able leadership of Seth
Gordon, then Director of the Pennaylvanla
Game Commission and President of the In-
ternational, the states gave Mr, Wallace such
a rough time that he beat a hasty and not too
dignified retreat.

For years this Federal versus State Issue

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

over who has title to wild game has smold-~
ered under a cover of cold looking ashes, but
the coals have never been extinguished. It
appears as if those forces wishing to see the
Federal government take over such jurisdie-
tion have simply been laying back walting
to again fan the flames. To them the time
seems ripe with more courts looking with
favor on increased Federal controls and with
an increasing number of landless people be-
ginning to frown on hunting as a form of out-
door recreation and an age-old tradition of
the American way of life.

But the implications are far deeper than
appear on the surface. The first step would
be to destroy title of the several states to
the game residing on Federal lands within
the boundaries of the states. This would
quickly erode the power to finance state con-
servation operations through reduced license
fees, especially in many of the western states
where public land ownership is as high as
80%. In the eastern states this impact would
not be so quickly apparent. However, the
second step in wildlife ownership would be
to pass legislation so that landowners could
acquire title to game and fish on their lands
or abutting waterways as is now and has been
traditional in Europe for centuries.

This drive for landowners to obtain title
to game and fish on their own lands has been
a declared purpose of some agencies and
organigations. If not formally documented, it
has been so stated in speeches by their rep-
resentatives.

So the timetable as contemplated by some
of our federally minded politicians, bureau-
crats and those who see wrong in hunting
and fishing under the present system, is to
destroy the state conservation agencies by
drying up their source of revenues and next
giving title to resident game to the Federal
government on Federal lands and to private
owners on their respective lands. In many
states east of the Mississippi, hunting on
private lands constitutes the bulk of that
recreation as some states have little land of
their own.

This is something for all state conserva-
tion officials, game wardens, game and fish
biologists and even state foresters to think
about, let alone Mr. Average Citizen and
Hunter who for generations has been able
to hunt on lands leased by his state, on
Federal lands or by permission on private
lands under the game seasons and license
laws of his own state.

If the title of game finally goes to the in-
dividual land owners, the hunter may find
himself checking on and off each farm and
paying the landowner for each grouse, par-
tridge, rabbit or deer that he shoots. He
may have to do the same on Federal lands.
The trapper may have to pay a percentage
of his muskrat, mink and beaver take if his
traps are staked on lands or water where
private ownership is claimed. Such prophe-
cies are not a silly exercise of unrealities;
they could eventually become haunting
facts.

The immediate case in issue resulted from
the National Park employees killing some
15 deer In the Carlsbad Caverns National
Park in New Mexico, and in direct violation
of the laws of that state. The deer were
shot as part of a research project. They were
shot, their stomachs removed and the car-
casses left to rot. Offers by the New Mexico
officials to assist in the study and to issue
collecting permits according to the laws of
New Mexico were refused (let us say scorned)
by the Park Service.

For at least three decades there has been
a trend by some Federal courts and bureaus
to diminish the powers of the states in both
their social and commercial behavior, as well
as advocating and attempting to assume
jurisdiction of all resources on public lands,
especially wildlife. Sadly enough this has
come about in some instances because the
states have sometimes falled to live up to
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their responsibilities, to pass constructive
legislation and to make compacts among
themselves.

In the case of water pollution many an
honest “state-righter” has been forced to seek
improvements through application of uni-
form laws passed by the U,S. Congress; but
any failures on the part of the states in
eliminating pollution has no bearing on the
case In question. There is a growing arrogance
that only the people representing the Fed-
eral government have the intelligence, integ-
rity and know-how to steer the resource
ship. They believe they are among the few
of God's anointed that can plan and make
no mistakes, that they alone sit on the right
hand of Jehovah.

A Federal District Court judge recently
ruled in favor of New Mexico, but the deci-
sion is expected to be appealed. The National
Wildlife Federation has announced that it
will intervene as a “friend of the court,” if
necessary, in this eurrent court case to decide
legal ownership of wildlife.

Thomas L. Kimball, Executive Director of
the National Wildlife Pederation has stated:
“If the Federal government's claim to legal
Jjurisdiction over resident game and fish pre-
valls, then private landowners could con-
ceivably claim a similar right—such a doc-
trine would lead to complete chaos and con-
fusion in the protection, management and
restoration of America’s fish and wildlife
resources.”

(Part II will trace some of the common
law and legal philosophies of fish and game
matters as handed down to us.)

PRESIDENT JOHNSON AND WORK-
ING LIBERALISM

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, over
the past weekend, President Johnson
spoke to the International Ladies’ Gar-
ment Workers Union, in Atlantic City.
There were two main points in the Presi-
dent’s address.

First, he drew an important distinction
between merely talking about the pro-
gressive change and actually doing some-
thing about progressive change. As he
phrased it:

The essence of politics . .

administrative remedy for
dilemma.

He urged his audience to demand
an answer to the question of “How?”
when they are asked for support by peo-
ple who promise to solve the problems of
America.

Second, he expressed the hope that
the next occupant of his office, whoever
he might be, would build on the record
of accomplishment of the past. In his
own words:

I hope our next President will have just
begun and will continue, as you have, to
build, to heal and to unite the greatest nation
in all the world.

These two points are extremely im-
portant to consider in this election year,
and President Johnson, by pointing them
out, has demonstrated that, although he
has withdrawn from presidential poli-
tics, he has not withdrawn from national
leadership in these challenging times.

. is to find an
a rhetorical

THE URBAN INSTITUTE

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, when
President Johnson announced the Board
of Trustees for the new Urban Institute,
he gave notice that the Nation was mo-
bilizing its best intellectual resources to
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help find solutions to the grave problems
that beset our cities. The uniformly high
caliber of the men who will serve on the
Board assures that a wide range of talent
and competence will be brought to bear
on our highest priority social problem.

Last December the President asked
seven distinguished citizens to resolve
basic issues concerning the role of the
Institute to draft and file legal docu-
ments, incorporate the Institute as a pri-
vate, nonprofit corporation, select a
prestigious Board of Trustees, and rec-
ommend the best qualified man avail-
able for president.

The panel has completed its job, and
the Institute has begun to work. The
Board of Trustees is chaired by Arjay
Miller, vice chairman of the Ford Motor
Co. William Gorham, former Assistant
Secretary of the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare, was chosen by
the Board to serve as president of the
Institute. He formerly served with the
Rand Corp., and as Deputy Assistant
Secretary for Defense. He has had long
experience in problem solving analysis
and methods. In addition to Mr. Miller
and Mr. Gorham the Board includes:

William Friday, president of the Uni-
versity of North Carolina;

Eugene C. Fubini, vice president, In-
ternational Business Machines, Ine.;

William H. Hastie, judge, U.S. Court
of Appeals for the Third Circuit;

Edear F. Kaiser, chairman, Kaiser In-
dustries, Inc.;

Edward F. Levi, president, the Univer-

sity of Chicago;

Baylass A. Manning, dean, Stanford
University School of Law;

Stanley Marcus, president, Neiman
Marcus;

Robert S. McNamara, president, the
World Bank;

J. Irwin Miller, chairman, Cummins
Engine Co.;

Charles L. Schultze, senior fellow, the
Brookings Institution;

Leon H. Sullivan, chairman, Oppor-
tunities Industrialization Center, Phila-
delphia;

Cyrus R. Vance, partner, law firm of
Simpson, Thatcher & Bartlett of New
York; and

Whitney M. Young, Jr., executive di-
rector, National Urban League.

There is common agreement that our
large cities face two critical problems.
The first grows out of sheer size. The
second problem concerns the urban poor.

During the last several decades we have
seen the movement of the affluent and
middle-income people to the suburbs and
their replacement by the poor who have
crowded into our dense neighborhoods.
Much of the inner city population is
poorly educated, ill housed, inadequately
served by outmoded health and recrea-
tional facilities, jobless or underem-
ployed, alienated and hopeless. The fact
that most are Negro or Puerto Rican
heightens their bitterness and their deep
feeling of isolation from American life.

Last year’s civil disorders, and the more
recent ones, are the tragic evidence of
the alienation of the urban poor.

Faced with immediate crises and the
need to act, public agencies are unable
to devote time and resources to careful
studies of urban problems and their
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causes and solutions, or to develop effec-
tive strategies. Ad hoc committees and
special task forces are helpful with spe-
cific problems, but are too short lived to
carry out intensive studies.

Mr. President, the Urban Institute will
be permanent. It will mass high quality
talent for thorough and continuing stud-
ies of city problems. It will build on ex-
isting knowledge and to add to our un-
derstanding of urban concerns by sup-
plying useful data and exploring the
complex relationships between problems
and programs. It will devise coordinated
plans for attacking the urban dilemma.
The Institute will work with individual
cities in establishing cooperative centers
where its staff can help city officials in
attacking local problems.

We have launched many programs to
combat urban blight and human misery.
The Urban Institute will undertake con-
tinuing, comprehensive and independent
evaluation of Federal, local, and private
programs to assure that they are being
carried out effectively, that they can
build on and profit from existing experi-
ence, and that they contribute systemati-
cally to a growing fund of knowledge on
how to improve the quality of urban life.

The Urban Institute is no substitute
for more direct efforts. The obvious needs
of the cities for better jobs, education,
housing, and health require immediate
action. What the Institute can do is pro-
vide a continuing, independent resource
for evaluating action programs to assure
that public and private funds go into
programs that show results. It can build
a better foundation for new action
efforts.

Mr. President, I welcome the establish-
ment of the Urban Institute.

CRIME IN WASHINGTON

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, 1
week ago today, a group of wives of D.C.
Transit Co. busdrivers visited me in my
office. They were upset by the fatal shoot-
ing of a busdriver a few days before and
by the generally deplorable crime situa-
tion in the Distriet of Columbia.

The busdrivers and their wives had a
genuine and valid grievance. The action
taken by the drivers in refusing to carry
cash on night runs was a reflection of
their concern.

Following my meeting with the wives
of the drivers, I wrote to Mayor Wash-
ington and to Mr, O. Roy Chalk, pres-
ident of D.C. Transit Co., urging that
they take immediate steps to improve
the protection afforded to busdrivers.

I regret that I have not yet received
an answer from either the Mayor or Mr.
Chalk. Equally regrettable is the fact
that the situation is far from resolved
in any way. The events of the past
week—including the action by the drivers
and the response of the company and
public officials—have done little to pro-
vide assurance that this problem is near-
ing solution.

Mr. President, on May 24, 1968, the
Washington Star published an editorial
addressed to this subject. I ask unan-
imous consent that the editorial and
copies of my letters of May 20, 1968, to
Mayor Washington and Mr. Chalk be
printed in the RECORD.
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There being no objection, the items
were ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

[From the Evening Star, May 24, 1968]
BREATHING SPELL

Washington's bus drivers acted with com-
mendable restraint and good sense last night
in averting, for the time being, a total,
disastrous paralysis of transit service in the
Natlon's Capital.

This responsible decision, however, should
not be misread. It was purely a tem;
concession, agreed upon by a slim majority
of the bus drivers solely for the purpose of
giving the D.C. Transit System and city of-
ficlals an opportunity to respond to thelr
legitimate demands for greater measures of
protection agalnst assaults from armed rob-
bers and thugs. The immediate response that
is called for, moreover, is perfectly clear.

As a first step, the bus company should ac-
cede to the demand that evening and night
passengers be required to have the exact
change for their fares before boarding buses.
This would eliminate the need for drivers to
carry cash for change- purposes dur-
ing the hours of darkness when danger 1s
most prevalent. The bus drivers have no de-
sire to continue the present curtailment
of night service, which is imposing severe
hardships upon many people who rely wholly
on buses for transportation. The drivers’ re-
fusal to set themselves up as targets for
robbery during these hours, however, 1s com-
pletely understandable.

As far as the public is concerned, the exact-
change proposal is hardly a radical concept.
Those thousands of Washingtonians who use
pay telephones every day either have exact
change on hand before they enter phone
booths or they don't make their calls. The
same requirement applies, of course, to thou-
sands of motorists every day who drop coins
in parking meters.

The bus company apparently is convinced
that such a policy, applied to buses, would
result in a loss of fares. There is no solid
evidence to sustain that fear. No one should
be given a free ride on buses. Nothing would
be lost, however, by invoking the new proce-
dure on a trial basls. It might well prove both
feasible and desirable, once the public is ac-
customed to the change, on a round-the-
clock basis.

This, of course, is not the only available
remedy. The idea of enclosing drivers in
protective plastic shields, already widely
discussed, should be pursued. Various types
of alarm systems might be installed on buses.
Perhaps change-making machines are an-
other possibility. The police might well
assign at least a limited number of additional
unidentified, armed plainclothesmen to buses.
The drivers’ request for insurance protection
:lgalns felonious assault deserves considera-

on.

These are all subjects which the mediator
appointed by Mayor Washington should ex-
plore with D.C. Transit in seeking positive
commitments to resolve the dispute.

U.S. SENATE,
Washington, D.C.,, May 20, 1968.
Hon. WALTER E, WASHINGTON,
Mayor, District of Columbia Government,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mavor WasHiNGTON: Today, a group
of wives of D.C. Transit Company bus driv-
ers visited me in my office. They were quite
upset by the deplorable crime situation in
the District of Columbla and its effect on
their husbands.

The women brought forth many sugges-
tions for improvements in the protection of
bus drivers, particularly those whose assign-
ments take them into certaln parts of the
city at night. I have written to Mr. O. Roy
Chalk, president of D.C. Transit in this re-

Tl:;e posting of D.C. police officers—prob-
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ably in plain clothes—on the buses was one
of the suggestions brought up at today's
meeting. It is my hope that you will give
this prompt and careful consideration.

It is obvious that the Police Department
in this city needs more personnel if it is to
perform its functions effectively. You may be
assured that a proposal to increase the size
of the force will have my firm backing, and
I stand ready to assist you in this area in
any way possible.

With kindest regards, I am

Sincerely yours,
DanNIEL B. BREWSTER,
U.S. Senator.

U.8. SENATE,
Washington, D.C., May 20, 1968,
Mr. O. Roy CHALK,
President, D.C. Transit Co.,
Washington, D.C.

Dear MRr. CHALK: Today a group of wives
of D.C. Transit Company bus drivers visited
me in my office. They were quite upset by
the deplorable crime situation in the Dis-
trict of Columbia and its effect on their hus-
bands.

The women brought forth many sugges-
tions for improvements in the protection of
bus drivers, particularly those whose assign-
ments take them into certain parts of the
city at night. Specifically these suggestions
seemed to me to be worthy of serious study
and prompt action:

1. Posting of private company guards on
certain buses that travel through hazardous
areas at night.

2. Reorganization of the fare payment sys-
tem so that passengers pay their fares either
by exact change or by means of tickets or
tokens purchased in advance at specified lo-
cations.

3. Construction of protection shields be-
hind the drivers cubicles so that drivers can
not be attacked unexpectedly from the rear.

There obviously are many steps that can
and must be taken by the District of Co-
lumbia government and its Police Depart-
ment in the area of protection for bus drivers
and other citizens alike. In that connection,
I also am writing to Mayor Washington.

It is my hope, however, that the D.C.
Transit Company will do all that it possibly
can to help resolve this very difficult situa-
tion.

With kindest regards, I am

Sincerely yours,
DaANIEL B, BREWSTER,
U.S. Senator.

DEVELOPMENT IN ALASKA AND THE
QUALITY OF LIFE: MR. JOSEPH
FITZGERALD'S NOTABLE COM-
MENCEMENT ADDRESS AT THE
UNIVERSITY OF ALASEA

Mr. GRUENING. Mr. President, a
thoughtful address was delivered at the
University of Alaska commencement last
week by Joseph H. FitzGerald, chairman
of the Federal Field Committee for De-
velopment Planning in Alaska. It is en-
titled “Development and the Quality of
Life.” Quality is what Mr. Fitz-
Gerald chiefly emphasizes. He points
out very penetratingly that Alaska's
problems and needs differ from those of
most of the lower 48 States. Alaska is a
vast land, sparsely inhabited, with won-
derful scenery and other natural re-
sources and none of the problems of
urban congestion which afllict the older
parts of the United States. Most im-
portantly, however, Mr. FitzGerald
stresses that Alaska's ‘“‘most urgent prob-
lem is people” and he goes on to indicate
that the traditional “development” will
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mean little for Alaska if it is not used
to improve the quality of life for Alaska's
people and that there must be a direct
attack on poverty and Alaska’s lack of
economic opportunity especially for the
native people who are, as he correctly
asserts “now largely outside the main-
stream orf Alaskan development.”

This is a most worthwhile and wise
appraisal and I ask unanimous consent
that it be printed in the REcorbp.

There being no objection, the address
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

DEVELOPMENT AND THE QUALITY OF LIFE

It is more than thirty years since I left
the campus and sought with high hopes to
make a career in the midst of the greatest
depression this country has known. I return
to the campus today in a world that is dark-
ened in a different way.

As the product of an inherited depression,

my generation knew the despair and frustra-
tion of unemployment, the hopeless search
for jobs that did not exist, the degrading
experience of make-work relief projects. We
lived in a nearly lifeless economy. The prob-
lem, so clear to us, was the need for stable
economic growth. This we have in large
measure accomplished, and the United States
is today a nation living in unprecedented
prosperity,
What we did not perceive were the equally
pressing problems of minority groups, the
structural poverty that holds our poor in
bondage, or the need for the preservation of
our environment so that it remalins fit for
human habitation. In retrospect, I can see
that we suffered from a monumental blind-
ness and that we leave a heritage that is a
paradox—want amidst plenty and the ab-
sence of full equality in a democracy.

As graduates you are setting out with high
hopes to make a3 career under inherited con-
ditions of near revolution. Steeped in the
atmosphere of our soclial problems, I am sure
you have the understanding and the incen-
tive to solve them. Yet I am equally sure
that you will, in your turn, leave some prob-
lems untouched that will have to be resolved
by the next generation. Predictably—for the
generations do have a pattern—they will de-
scribe these problems as too long neglected
by their parents and requiring solutions be-
fore it is too late.

In Alaska we have not escaped from the
problems of our times, although I think they
may be more tractable. Here the emphasis is
economic, the development of the state and
its natural resources. This emphasis must re-
main if we are to achieve a prosperous way
of life for all our people. But there is another
side to the coln, and we are becoming aware
that development creates problems as well as
gives the opportunity to solve existing ones.

The danger is that we may again ignore or
lack the will to attack these basic problems.
The development process poses the danger
that we will pollute and desecrate our lands,
our forests and streams, and the alr we
breathe in the same unthinking way as has
been done in the older parts of our nation.
On the other hand, the development process
gives us the only constructive opportunity to
solve the economic problems afflicting Alaska
Natives and, to a lesser extent, others who
are not sharing in our prosperity,

What is required of us is a clear view of
the way ahead and a dedication by all of us
to the proposition that development must go
forward swiftly to provide economic op-
portunity, but that in the process the quality
of life must not be lost. As an under-
developed area where the land and its re-
sources are just being brought into use, we
have an unique opportunity to achieve this

al,
s()Tl'ms, it i1s the interplay between develop-
ment and conservation, and between develop-
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ment and how its benefits are shared—among
Alaska Natives as well as others—that is so
important. If these problems are successfully
handled, the future strength and prosperity
of the state is assured.

In working toward solutions, we must al-
ways bear in mind that these problems are
not easy; that, indeed, they will test the full
democratic process. These are not problems
that are resolved by the contending forces
of the market place. Nor are they problems
for government alone. These problems will
require the broadest public understanding
and participation and will test the funda-
mental attitudes of each man and every
group.

Although the driving force in our soclety
is economic, I do not intend to dwell at
length on a forecast of all the good things
that can happen in the state. It is sufficlent
to point out that we are well launched on a
series of developments that, if wisely man-
aged, will assure Alaska's fiscal soundness
and steady growth. This does not mean any
lessening of our development efforts, The
work of planning, programming and manag-
ing projects to keep abreast of the expanding
economic system will be even greater; but
the focus has shifted. We are no longer wor-
ried about the fiscal ability of the state to
discharge its responsibilities. Rather, our first
responsibility has become the need to assure
the quality of the development. Thus, devel-
opment must proceed in a way that solves
our high unemployment rate; that lessens
the seasonality of a burgeoning frontier econ-
omy; that brings Eskimos, Indians, and
Aleuts into our society on the basis of full
economic and cultural equality; and that
assures for the future the kind of environ-
ment we desire for Alaska.

Turning first to our environment and its
management, we find widespread confusion
as to what environmental management
means and why it should be so important,
Too often it is launched under the banner
of “conservation” but is taken to mean the
narrow-minded meddling of people who op-
pose all development and who seek to limit
land use to the one which they champion.
If, on the other hand, we substitute for the
word, “conservation,” the phrase, “the wise
management of land and its use in the long-
range interests of the public,” people are
more likely to understand and more likely
to accept the need for action,

As s 80 offen the case in Alaska, our con-
servation problems are not those of the
United States generally. In most of the states,
population growth, especially in large urban
areas, and heavily concentrated industrial
complexes, combined with more than a cen-
tury of unconcern, have resulted in the
pollution of water and air to the point that
it is creating a crisis of enormous dimen-
slons. We do not have a large population in
Alaska, and we are just beginning to develop
& pattern of land use. The task, therefore, is
not to reclaim our lands or purify our wa-
ters. It is to achieve proper management at
the outset as we make initial use of our
resources.

In concept, the task is clear enough. The
problem arises in marshaling the forces to
accomplish it. Effective public policy is easi-
est to achleve when it coincides with the im-
mediate economic objectives of industry or
some organized group. It is difficult when
broad public welfare is seemingly opposed to
these interests. In land use and resource de-
velopment the pattern is mixed. In some
cases, proper management practices are an
essential part of effective development. In
this category fall the efforts of government
and industry to protect our fisheries from
pollution that might otherwise accompany
oll development or to protect our salmon
beds from silt deposited by hydraulic mining,
road development, or logging. The needs of
our citles for pure water are also pressing
enough to lead to sound conservation prac-
tices.
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The area of major concern lles in the
management of 89 percent of the lands In
the public domain under state and federal
control, lands which are in most cases virgin
lands not yet committed to use. Here there
are few economic forces pressing for a com-
prehensive long-range approach to land and
resource management. Yet these lands are
the priceless heritage of every American,
exhaustible or inexhaustible, depending on
what we do now to provide for the future.

Clearly we need a development policy con-
sistent with sound conservation practices
and one that is accepted jointly by state
and federal agencies with broad public sup-

rt.

What is such a policy?

Broadly speaking, there are two areas that
must be considered. First, there are the uses
of land traditionally associated with con-
servation—parks, wilderness areas, wildlife
refuges, and recreation areas of many kinds.
These are usually established in response
to public demand in areas uniquely sulted
to such purposes.

In Alaska the magnificence of our moun-
tains and wilderness areas sets them apart
from anything else under our flag, and they
are a national heritage, their development a
national effort. So viewed, they may well be-
come the cornerstone of a recreational and
tourist industry that will provide more jobs
than any other industry in Alaska. Here, over
the long range, development and conserva-
tion have a happy colncidence. q

What is needed now is an identification of
a statewide system of parks, wilderness areas,
wildlife refuges, and recreational areas, a
blueprint which all governments can follow
as funds become available. The success of
these efforts will have a more profound effect
on the future of Alaska than any other de-
velopment effort that we can make.

But the bulk of public lands in Alaska will
not be set aside for specilal uses. What is
the answer here?

The undedicated public lands are the land
bank upon which future population growth
and development will draw. They will be
needed for all the many uses that man
makes of lands—uses that vary with time
and reflect the rapld changes occurring in
our civilization. Accepting, then, the premise
that many uses will be made of the land
and that these uses will vary in ways that
we cannot fully foresee, it is clear that land
management must be a continuing process,
flexible in application, permitting present
uses, accommodating to future uses, but al-
ways constraining use so that it does not
become destructive.

‘We are moving in this direction today. Land
management, often under the heading of
multiple-use management, is the present
goal of federal and state agencies. The logi-
cal progression is for us to achleve a com-
mon system of multiple land-use manage-
ment applied by all state and federal agencies
in an agreed pattern. Our hope is that we
in Alaska can develop and protect, use and
conserve, enjoy in the present, and will to
the future the unspolled lands of Alaska.

I have spoken of lands, but our most urgent
problem is people. Development will mean
little for Alaska if it is not used to improve
the quality of life for our people. Specifi-
cally, it must be used in a direct assault on
poverty and the lack of economic opportu-
nity, especially for our Native peoples. They
are now largely outside the mainstream of
Alaskan development. Only a small portion
of them have steady jobs, and the majority
live a subsistence existence. While much has
been done, it has been directed largely to
the education, health, and general welfare
needs of the people. As indispensable as
these services are, they are only a partial an-
swer. No less than full participation in our
economy will permit any group of people to
live the full life we regard as the right of
all men.
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As the growth of industry in Alaska will
call for more manpower, it is reasonable to
meet this need as fully as porsible from an
indigenous work force. We also believe that
the experience of countless employers—pri-
vate and public—over the years demonstrates
the ability of Native peoples to fill a great
variety of jobs and to take their place fully
in the larger soclety.

But growth of job opportunities will con-
tinue to be largely in the citles such as
Anchorage and Falrbanks. Here the problem
is to break old patterns built upon the
importation of skilled labor from other areas
of the country and allow Natives to grow into
all of our job opportunities and ultimately
to fill their share of professional positions.
While government may be helpful, this, I
must stress, is for the communities to ac-
complish. I am sure that you understand that
Alaska—Ilike America generally—cannot, over
a sustained period, have real prosperity un-
less it solves the problems of those who are
left out,

In the final analysis, the way ahead is to
control the quality of development so that
it solves the problems of our people and of
our land. Alaska nas the resources to do the
job. To harness them properly, we need only
to achieve that broad public understanding
and support that makes wise public policy
possible. This is the problem of leadership
for which I think your generation is so well
suited, It is with a full sense of confidence
that my generation welcomes you Into the
affairs of state to share the tasks ahead.

CRIME AND THE MARCH ON
WASHINGTON

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia, Mr, Pres-
ident, I ask unanimous consent to insert
in the Recorp the following mnews
stories:

A story which appeared in the Eve-
ning Star of May 25, 1968, titled “Town
Meeting Called as Sun Dries Tent City”;

A column by Jenkin Lloyd Jones titled
“Court Tips Constitutional Scales,”
which appeared in the Evening Star of
May 25, 1968;

An article by Shirley Elder, which ap-
peared in the Sunday Star of May 26,
1968, titled “Pay Raise, Riot Costs Put
District in Squeeze”;

An editorial titled “Mass Violence: Its
Cause and Its Cure,” which appeared in
the Sunday Star of May 26, 1968;

An editorial from the Sunday Star of
]lédﬁaiz 26, 1968, titled “A Tough Crime

An article in the Sunday Star of May
26, 1968, titled “Sunny Day Gives Resi-
dents of Resurrection City a Lift"; and

An article by James Welsh which ap-
peared in the Sunday Star of May 26.
1968, titled “Complexities of Feeding
Poor.”

There being no objection, the items
were ordered to be printed in the Recoro,
as follows:

[From the Washington Evening Star,
May 25, 1968]

TownN MEETING CALLED AS SUN DriES TENT
Crry—EVACUEES RETURN, PANELS ON RUN-
NiNG CaMP To BE NAMED
Resurrection City was drying out today,

and the residents who were evacuated dur-

ing yesterday's raln were returning to the
campsite on The Mall.

No demonstrations are planned for today,
according to camp leaders. The poor people
will spend the day on “inner group develop-
ment,” according to the Rev. James Bevel,

Activities for the weekend include a “town
meeting” later today, at which permanent
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committees are to be appointed for the ad-
ministration of the camp, Bevel said.

A BEA OF MUD

Estimates varied widely on the number of
residents who spent the night away from the
tent city—from a low of 25 to a high of 400.
Bevel put the figure at 99.

The city was a sea of mud and standing
pools of water yesterday, and even after a
morning of sunshine the muck was still
thick over most of the campground.

Bevel chided newsmen who, he said, “seem
to think mud is the major issue here.” He
added: “If you would go to see where our
poor people live you would see that they face
it every day.”

MORALE REMAINS HIGH

About 800 new arrivals for the Poor
People’s Campaign were being told to stay
put in their temporary shelters in Mont-
gomery County and the District until ar-
rangements can be made for their move into
the city, which the Rev. Jesse Jackson, “city
manager” of the camp, yesterday sald held
2,400 campalgners.

Construction of more prefabricated ply-
wood shelters was expected to resume today,
although John Wiebenson, the camp’s arch-
itect, saild it was not certain how many
more huts are needed.

Despite the downpour—or possibly be-
cause of it—morale remained high among
the marchers.

Amidst the mud and confusion, they
found time for two demonstrations yester-
day—one at the Agriculture Department,
and another in front of the Connecticut
Avenue apartment house where Rep. Wilbur
Mills, D.-Ark., lives,

HOUSING DEBATE OPENS

While the demonstrators were concentrat-
ing their lobbying efforts on food and wel-
fare programs, another of their demands—
that slum dwellers have a voice in rebuild-
ing their neighborhoods—was being consid-
ered in the Senate.

As debate on the Johnson administration’s
$6.2 billlon housing bill opened, Sen. John
Sparkman, D, Ala., discussed the poor
people’s demands.

One amendment to the housing bill, Spark-
man pointed out, encourages neighborhood
groups to take an active part in renewal
planning, while another directs that build-
ers hire local residents for reconstruction
“when feasible.”

A longstanding Negro complaint has been
that many federally financed projects are
built by workmen from white suburbia,
while unemployment remains high in the

black ghettos.

in New TYork, plans were
progressing for a massive demonstration here
on June 19, which it is hoped will draw
supporters of the campalign from all over the
nation.

Bayard Rustin, organizer of the 1963 March
on Washington, has been put in charge of
the demonstration.

As the Rev. Ralph David Abernathy, head
of the Southern Christlan Leadership Con-
ference, explained at a news conference in
New York yesterday, the march leaders in
Washington have thelr hands full with the
day-to-day “plaguing” of Congress and fed-
eral agencies.

Rustin saild the one-day demonstration
will have the same goals as the Poor People’'s
Campalign proper and said, “It will make
specific demands which can, and must, be
immediately translated into law by Con-
gress and through executive orders.”

Rustin said he would ask religlous, labor,
student and civil rights groups across the
country to participate in the June 19 demon-
stration.

The date, Rustin explained, is known as
“Juneteenth" among Southern Negroes, for
it was on that date in 1863 that Texas au-
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thorities, spurred by the Emancipation Proc-
lamation five and a half months earlier, told
Negro slaves they were free.

Those who moved out of Resurrection City
during the down pour were housed in various
churches for the night.

The first busload to leave the camp—5b0 to
55, mostly children—went to Mount Moriah
Baptist Church at 1636 East Capitol Street.

The first thing the mud-soaked refugees
did was line up for showers. The church has
three showers in a small basement room and
has been offering showers to Resurrection
City residents regularly for the past week. In
addition, up to 50 children have been sleep-
ing there each night.

More than 100 demonstrators chanted and
prayed in front of the Connecticut Avenue
apartment house of Rep. Wilbur Mills for an
hour yesterday evening. But Mills was not at
home.

The chairman of the House Ways and
Means Committee left the apartment house
at 2701 Connecticut Ave. at 6:30 p.m., about
15 minutes before the marchers arrived.

Mills, accompanied by his wife, told report-
ers: “I've got a dinner to go to.”

The orderly demonstration was led by
Bevel and George Wiley, chairman of the
Nationwide Welfare Rights Organization.

The purpose of the demonstration was
stated by Wiley: “We want this racist bill
repealed.” He was referring to proposed cuts
in federal welfare programs, which he said
would “take food out of the mouths of poor
people and force mothers to leave their
children.”

Many of the marchers were barefoot and
splattered with mud from the rainsoaked
streets of Resurrection City. As they marched
up and down in front of the apartment house
they sang freedom songs and sometimes
chanted the slogans “black power” and “soul
power.”

“Wilbur Mills has snuck out of his rat hole
and made & run for it,” Bevel shouted to the
demonstrators. “He's out getting drunk; but
he'll be back.”

Wiley then led the crowd in a prayer “for
the heart and mind of Wilbur Mills,” and
when the marchers were informed that yes-
terday was Mills 59th birthday, they cheer-
fully sang “Happy Birthday.”

Wiley and Bevel sald the protest was only
the first of a series planned to harass the
congressman until “that racist bill is
repealed.”

Wiley sald today the campalgners would
continue their harassment of Mills with “hit-
and-run action” similar to last night’s pro-
test. He sald future demonstrations may not
be announced beforehand, to avoid alerting
the police.

“When he talks of cutting spending, he
means cutting spending for other people, not
for the likes of him,” Wiley said. The dem-
onstration broke up quletly at 7:456 p.m.
when Asst. Police Chief Jerry V. Wilson
showed up with two patrol wagons and in-
formed the marchers they were blocking the
sildewalks and would have to move.

The earlier demonstration yesterday took
Poor People's Campaigners back to the Agri-
culture Department for the second day in a
row to protest what the marchers feel are
inadequacies in the surplus commodity and
food stamp programs administered by the
department.

About 75 demonstrators marched silently
around the department's administration
building on Independence Avenue, and were
met at the Mall entrance by J. M. Robertson,
administrative assistant to Agriculture Sec-
retary Orville Freeman, and Harold Lewils,
director of public information.

REFERENCE TO $227 MILLION CITED

Referring to Freeman's response to the first
protest on Thursday, Jackson sald, “He
(Freeman) used a lot of long words to say
short things.”
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Jackson made repeated references to $227
million that Agriculture will turn back un-
spent to the Treasury this fiscal year. He
sald the entire sum should be released to the
poor, not just the $60 million promised
Thursday by Freeman.

He particularly criticized Freeman’s as-
sertion that the federal food programs must
be administered through state and local of-
ficlals.

“That means that people in Sunfiower
County must get help through Eastland,” he
said, referring to Sen. James O. Eastland, D-
Miss. “They say they can’t locate the poor
to administer programs to reach the hungry.
But the Selective Service boards have no
trouble finding our young people.”

Jackson drew loud applause from the
marchers when he shouted: “We are going
to stay in Washington until we get our food.”

Then he led cheers for “soul power” and, as
the crowd knelt in front of the Agriculture
building, Jackson prayed for “racism to be
relieved, no more shoeless children, no more
jobless men, no more children destroyed in
the game of war.”

Capping the demonstration, Jackson and
other leaders went inside to talk with de-
partment officials, while marshals led the
marchers around the bullding singing.

CourTr TriPs CONSTITUTIONAL SCALES
(By Jenkin Lloyd Jones)

When 80-year-old Hugo Lafayette Black
unloaded on his fellow Supreme Court jus-
tices during his Columbia law school lectures
this spring, he said nothing that hadn’t been
sald with more or less profanity by myriads
of lawyers and legislators before him.

But here was a man in the twilight of his
years, gone well beyond the need of political
favor or personal approbation, who, as he
put it, was filled with “fear for our consti-
tutional system.” And he tagged his brother
Justices for the peril.

Said Justice Black:

“Power corrupts, and unrestricted power
will tempt Supreme Court justices just as
history tells us it has tempted other judges.
Given absolute or near absolute power,
judges may exercise it to bring about changes
that are inimical to freedom and good gov-
ernment. . . .

“I strongly believe that the basic purpose
and plan of the Constitution is that the fed-
eral government should have no powers ex-
cept those that are expressly or impliedly
granted and that no department of govern-
ment—executive, legislative or judicial—has
authority to add to or take away the powers
granted or denied by the Comstitution. . . .

“I deeply fear for our constitutional sys-
tem when life-appointed judges can strike
down a law passed by Congress or a state
legislature with no more justification than
that the judges believe the law is ‘unreason-
able.' "

In recent years, and particularly since the
accession of Chief Justice Earl Warren and
the appointment of justices more famous
for social activism than awe of the law, the
court has come to regard itself, not as a
protector of rules, but as a creator of them.

The difference is fundamental.

It was 165 years ago when in the case of
Marbury vs. Madison, the court seized the
right to strike down federal statutes that
appeared to contravene the intent of the
Constitution.

It was a reasonable seizure. After all, you
wouldn’t have much of a constitutional sys-
tem if Congress could nullify any part of it
with a simple vote. Someone had to make
subjective judgments of what the Consti-
tution meant, and who better than the
highest court?

Until the Warren court came along, when
justices split, they generally did so over di-
verse interpretations of the letter of the law.
But the Warren court was characterized
by its determination to widen the First, Fifth
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and Fourteenth Amendments by interpreta-
tlons that hadn’t occurred to previous courts.

The court's defenders have argued that
in a rapidly changing soclety the court is
simply keeping up with the needs of the
times and that the process of amending the
Constitution is so slow that the interest of
the people would not be served by walting
for it.

But a process for amending the Constitu-
tion does exist. And it would be interesting
to see how many state legislatures would
approve an amendment that would force
employers running sensitive defense plants
to hire members of known subversive or-
ganizations, or an amendment that would
force police to release a confessed rapist if
s0 much as a night intervened between his
arrest and arralgnment.

Yet the Supreme Court accomplished these
wonders by simply interpreting the Constitu-
tion in novel and hitherto-unthought-of
ways.

Dean Roscoe Pound of Harvard put it well
a few years ago when he remarked that the
trouble with the court was “absolutism.” In
the court’s effort to achieve absolute justice,
according to the personal beliefs of its
majority, the law vanishes and a system of
decrees and edicts takes over,

All sincere dictatorships operate on the
same theory. “The law is supposed to be good
for the people. I think this is good for the
people. Ergo, this is the law.”

There seems to be no logical substitute for
the Supreme Court as the last word in the
interpretation of the Constitution. But the
flippant theory that “the law is what the
Supreme Court says it is” must have some
limitations if a system of law is to survive.
If the Supreme Court persists in its apparent
drive to nullify the Congress as it pleases,
and to direct the performance of the Execu-
tive Branch, then we no longer have a work-
able separation of powers. America may be
driven to ratifying a series of constitutional
amendments so clear in wording and so
:geé:iﬁc lt.% intent that the court would have

eny the meaning of the lish language
to override them. e =

Our system of checks and balances is
worth preserving.

[From the Washington (D.C.) Sunday Star,
May 26, 1968]
Pay Raisk, R1oT Costs PuT DISTRICT IN
BQUEEZE
(By Shirley Elder)

District officials, caught in a new budget
g&llt;:eze, are looking for a way to pay their

Two pay ralses, one enacted last year and
another last week, must be paid out of funds
for the current budget year, which ends
June 30.

The largest check, $9.4 million, will cover
pay boosts retroactive to last Oect. 1 for
District police officers, firemen and teachers,
The city already has set aside $5.6 million
in this year’s budget for these increases, but
it does not have the other $3.8 million.

FIVE MILLION DOLLARS MORE NEEDED

Another $5 million has been requested
from Congress to meet classified and wage
board pay raises enacted as part of the
federal pay bill.

That 85 million item is included in sup-
plemental budget pleas presented to Con-
gress over the last several months.

Also listed are requests for $24 million
in funds for summer youth programs; $150,-
000 for a criminal law review commission;
1.2 milllon for increased court costs in-
cluding police overtime; $744,000 for a 450~
bed alcoholic rehabilitation center and $873,-
000 for 23 portable classrooms in the Fort
Lincoln urban renewal area.

It adds up to more money than is avalla-
ble. All Congress has to work with is #6
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million left over from the $70 million au-
thorized for the federal payment.

In addition, the city faces $3.6 million in
bills growing out of the April riots here,
and the resulting loss of tax revenues which
has been estimated at about $6 million over
a year.

gurther expense connected with the Poor
People’s Campalgn and additional police
overtime ordered by Mayor Walter E. Wash-
ington has not been computed.

PROGRAM CUTS STUDIED

City officlals are exploring how to get
out of this money trap. Since pay checks
always come off the top—<city employes get
their money if any money is available at
all—other programs may have to be cut.

Although budget officers, speaking their
own language of figures and balance sheets,
always can find pockets of unspent cash, it
does seem likely that some “non-essential”
areas will be cut.

One of the possibilities under study is a
freeze on new hiring, but that wouldn't help
much for the one month remaining in the
current fiscal year.

Where to find the additional funds will be
one of the topics Tuesday when city officials
appear before the House Appropriations sub-
committee for the District.

The meeting was called to hear comments
on budget amendments, not additions. By
shifting things around, the District can make
money avallable—if Congress approves—for
expansion of the Federal City College, crea-
tion of a citizens' information service at the
District Building and renting additional office
space.

[From the Washington Sunday Star,
May 26, 1968]

Mass VIOLENCE: ITs CAUSE AND ITs CURE

Violence is no new experience to humanity,
and nothing new on the American scene. Vio-
lence is, in the words of Rap Brown, as
American as cherry ple. And in a sense this
is true. The draft riots of the 1860s, the
labor violence of the 1920s and 30s, the race
riots of 1919 and 1943, all are a part of the
American heritage.

But there is difference between those dark
pages of history and the violence that grips
this country—and the world—today. Those
earlier outbreaks, some of them more bloody
than anything we are witnessing now, were
fought over specific, limited and conceivably
attainable goals. There was an industry to be
unionized, a bonus to be won, a job to be
protected against a laborer who would work
for less.

Today, violence sweeps the campuses of
America, Europe, South America and the
Orlent. Today, the Negro populations of the
inner cities from coast to coast indulge in
orgles of arson and looting. Today, thousands
of the poor converge on Washington in what
is intended to be a nonviolent protest—but
which carries with it the very clearly ex-
pressed threat of violence.

There is one clear thread that binds these
seemingly separate, far-flung protests to-
gether. None of them involves a clearly de-
fined target or a precise goal. The students at
Columbia protest the building of a new gym-
nasium; the work is halted and the violence
spreads. The ghetto inmate rails against “the
system” and “the man.” The poor marcher
demands an end to poverty and condemns
“the establishment.” Each of them knows in
generalized terms what he 1s agalnst: The
status quo. None of them can say what he is
for, except for change. And yet, in support of
such insubstantial causes, milllons the world
over are prepared to march, to destroy, to
burn, to give up their freedom and, some of
them, to kill or to die.

There are, almost certainly, individuals
and groups within the major protest move-
ments whose aims are not at all vague and
whose motives spring from the doctrinaire
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teachings of the standard works on world-
wide revolution. Some Negro extremist lead-
ers go out of their way to proclalm their
kinship to Che Guevara and Ho Chi Minh.
The Students for a Democratic Soclety were
quite precise in their selection of targets for
the disruption of Columbia University.

But the fact that a few self-styled leaders
fancy themselves to be the black man's
Castro, or that a handful of ideological mis-
fits band together to make life miserable for
a unlversity, is quite beside the point. Crack-
pots are nothing new in any segment of our
soclety. What is new is the fact that the
sparks given off by these disciples of dis-
sension have fallen on tinder, and have taken
fire. A disruptive demonstration by a hand-
ful of SDS members at Columbia spreads to
include thousands, most of whom nelther
know nor care about the issues involved. A
student protest in France is taken up by 10
million laborers, and the nation is brought
to its knees. The venomous, divisive words of
Brown and Carmichael find a growing
audience.

There are obvious differences in the pro-
test of the university undergraduate and the
school dropout in the ghetto, between the
poor people’s march and the Paris uprising.
But there is one basic and very important
similarity: Each is a cry of despair, an ex-
pression of alienation from soclety, a de-
mand for participation. These are cries that
should be heeded.

The first obligation of any social order, be
it a university, a city, the United States or
the Free World, is to protect itself from de-
struction, to continue to funetion and to
preserve order within itself. The second, and
coequal, function of any democratic soclety
is to accept change when it is warranted, and
to assure all of its members a participation
in the declsions that affect their lives.

If the reaction of soclety to violent pro-
test is limited to the restoration of order—
if the goal becomes nothing more than pres-
ervation of the status quo—then that social
order has ceased to function properly. The
protest against it will inevitably grow in
volume and in violence, and eventually order
will collapse and chaos will prevail, That, in
essence, is what the protesters are saying has
happened. It i1s up to soclety, by opening
functioning lines of communiecation with the
alienated segments, to prove that the pro-
testers are wrong.

This most emphatically does not mean that
the president of Columbia should resign and
that the directlon of the university should
be handed over to the undergraduates. It does
not mean that the cities should be delivered
to the mob. It does not mean that the na-
tion’s poor should be assured that citizenship
is the only requirement for participation in
the abundant life; that industry, incentive,
education and ability are completely beside
the point. It does not mean that age and ex-
perience and the accumulated knowledge of
preceding generations should be discounted,
and that the world should be entrusted
solely to its youth.

It means that a dialogue must begin be-
tween the established and the allenated, a
dialogue in which the present stewards of
soclety listen to the grievances, explain es-
tablished practice and discuss the results of
alternate proposals. It means a dialogue in
which the alienated must be challenged to
offer something more than the destruction of
the existing order, some detailed social struc-
ture that would be substituted for that which
now exists.

The result of such a dialogue must be
knowledge on the part of those who now rise
in protest that they are, in fact, participants
in thelr soclety, and a realization that they
have a conslderable stake in its preservation.

The student in today's overgrown univer-
sity is too often not a contributing, active
member of the academic community. He is a
number; a series of magnetic impulses In a
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computer, Many -citizens—particularly the
uneducated, underemployed and overexploit-
ed—feel the same antagonistic remoteness of
the governing core that directs their desti-
nies,

The solution must lie in a decentralization
of those functions of community government
that bear most directly on the lives of its
members. For the student this may mean a
greater voice in curriculum, and in the dis-
ciplinary function of the university. For the
alienated adult, it implies a greater effort on
the part of local authority to involve all citi-
zens in the future of their communities and
to make clear the desirability and the neces-
sity of social order.

Not long ago, a slogan writer came up with
a saying that caught on in a big way. Thou-
sands of buttons and countless walls carried
the message: “I am a human being. Do not
fold, spindle or mutilate.”

Today, that wry joke has taken on a deadly
seriousness.

[From the Washington Sunday Star, May 26,
1968]

A ToucH CrRIME BILL

The anti-crime bill which has been adopted
by the Senate is equipped with sharp teeth.
The anguished outcries and the flagrant mis-
representations by its opponents should re-
move any doubt on that score.

It is not our contention that this bill is
right in all respects or that it cannot be im-
proved upon when it goes to conference, We
think it can be improved. But to say, as some
do, that it is a spiteful assault on the Su-
preme Court or that if it becomes law it will
no longer be safe for a law-abiding citizen
to talk on the telephone or converse with his
wife in the privacy of his home is nothing
but nonsense,

The attack on the bill moves along two
main lines. One thrust says that the effort
to modify the Supreme Court rulings in the
Miranda and two other cases is unconstitu-
tional. This is disputed by the sponsors, But
there is no reason for panic on this score. If
the section in question is unconstitutional,
the Supreme Court will have opportunity to
say so.

The second line of attack is almed at the
authorization under what seems to us to be
adequate safeguards for the use of wiretaps
and electronic listening devices by federal
authorities. In our view, this authorization
was broadened on the Senate floor to cover
too many types of crimes. We would prefer
to see this cut back to the offenses spelled
out in the original bill. Two points, however,
are worth noting. One is that the Senate ap-
proved this authorization by a vote of 68 to
12, Are the critics seriously suggesting that
68 senators want to set up a police state in
this country? The other is that, under the
bill, all private bugging for the first time
is made a federal crime.

The critics hope, first, that the House con-
ferees will not accept the Senate bill, and,
second, that the President will veto it if
they do.

What the conferees or the Presldent will
do is anyone's guess. The obvious fact, is
however, that the bill sponsored by Senator
McClellan of Arkansas is a response to a mas-
sive public demand for protection against
crime and criminals. This bill, perhaps with
some modification in conference, should be-
come law. And the self-appointed constitu-
tional experts should leave that issue to the
court.

[From the Wash.lngtm;s Sunday Star, May 26,
1968]

SUNNY DAY GIVES RESIDENTS OF
RESURRECTION CITY A LIFT
Warm sunshine lifted the spirits of the
residents of Resurrection City yesterday al-
though thick mud still pulled at the feet of
strollers along Martin Luther Eing Plaza and
Abernathy Boulevard.
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After a week of nearly continuous rain and
cold nights, the demonstrators who have
come to Washington for the Poor People’s
Campailgn took advantage of the sunshine
for housekeeping chores and recreation.

At the large circus-type tent where the
campaligners eat, broom-swinging youths
cleared out the mud that had accumulated
over the past few days.

Other residents of the West Potomac Park
encampment, who previously had rarely ven-
tured outside the snow fence marking the
boundaries, went to nearby grassy areas to
sit under the trees and listen to transistor
radios.

Two members of the U.S. Park Po-
lice were kept busy trying to prevent youth-
ful demonstrators from swimming in the
Reflecting Pool, which is alongside the north-
ern boundary of the camp.

Inside the camp, the two main streets
named for the Rev. Dr. Martin Luther King
and his successor as head of the Southern
Christian Leadership Conference, the Rev.
Ralph David Abernathy, were still thick and
oozing, although side streets and lanes
seemed to be drying faster.

The small, A-frame plywood huts proved
themselves through the rain and wind that
buffeted them through the week, With their
plastic doorways open to the warm sun, most
of the huts seemed dry inside.

The residents seemed to be in a good mood
and could be heard joking about the rain
and mud.

Sand, gravel and sawdust have been prom-
ised for the streets of the camp, but it has
not been delivered.

At Xaverian College in nearby Maryland,
a construction worker said wooded walks
were being bulilt in 16-foot sections for the
camp.

Abernathy, leader of the campalgn, has
been living about three miles from the
camp—at the Pitts Motor Hotel. He showed
up at the site yesterday afternoon wearing
the blue denim uniform of the campaign and
highly polished shoes,

He walted outside the fence until an aide
brought overshoes, and then walked down
the muddy street to meet with other mem-
bers of his stafl in the camp’s city hall.

Later, he held a press conference and said
he felt the first week of demonstrations had
been successful.

“So far we have taken limited action, but
in spite of limited action,” he sald, “we have
already won an agreement from (Agricul-
ture) Secretary (Orville) Freeman.”

He said some $227 million which would
have been returned to the U.S. Treasury had
been released by the Agriculture Department
to furnish food from surplus for needy per-
sons in the nation’s 266 poorest counties.

“We consider this a victory,” he added,
“but we are far from satisfled. And we will
continue to press that department until
adequate food is provided for everyone.”

In a reference to arrests on Capitol Hill
on Thursday when a group of demonstrators
went to see Rep. Wilbur Mills, D-Ark., chair-
man of the House Ways and Means Commit-
tee, Abernathy said:

“This arrest was unfortunate in that I was
not the first to be arrested. These activities
around Congressman Mills' office will be in-
tensified because we are concerned about the
welfare mothers of this nation.”

Abernathy then promised that in the fu-
ture “there will be no demonstrations that I
do not lead . . . that is, until I am jailed.”

Abernathy told residents of the camp here
they are eating better “than you have ever
eaten in your life. You may have a drier
shelter than you ever had before, You cer-
tainly have the finest in dental and medical
attention.”

Abernathy had just returned from New
York City, where he had met with Bayard
Rustin, director of the A, Philip Randolph
Institute. Rustin, organizer of the 1063
March on Washington, will also organize the
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Poor People's mass demonstration here
scheduled for June 19.

Abernathy sald that Sterling Tucker,
Washington Urban League director, will be
the Washington march coordinator and the
go-between for the campaigners and the
federal and local governments.

After his press conference, Abernathy
walked over to the Lincoln Memorial, where
he spoke with about 200 members of the
Council of Black Clergy of Philadelphia.

The Park Police asked if the group had
a permit to meet on the steps of the me-
morial. The reply was “no,” and the police
said the meeting would be permitted as long
as it didn’t block the steps.

PLANS MORE SHANTIES

“This permit business, we're getting tired
of it,” Abernathy grumbled. “We are gonna
build more shanties out here, and if we
don’t have enough room we are gonna go out
and take some more.”

He turned and gestured to the green, open
land on the north side of the Reflecting Pool
and added, “We might take some over there.”
The group applauded.

Abernathy said the campalgners did not
come to Washington to get bogged down in
the problem of running Resurrection City.

“There are a lot of people who would like
to see us get bogged down in the mechanics
of running a city. If we can live in mud in
Mississippl and with rats and roaches in New
York and Philadelphia, we can stay in mud
here.”

The 15-acre site has now reached its
capacity of 600 housing units and the pres-
ent population is estimated at 2,300. The
capacity population under the Park Service
permit is 3,000.

Abernathy said that only about 100 of
the city’s residents had signed up to leave
the camp Friday during the rain in response
to invitations to stay in homes and churches.
He called this a demonstration of “the kind of
strength the people of the city have
shown."

There was no word on when some 800
other campalgners who came into the city
Friday would be moving into the camp. This
group, made up of Mexican Americans and
American Indians, has been staying iIn
churches and schools in Maryland and the
District.

Another group of 36 marchers from Cali-
fornia, not part of one of the officlal cara-
vans, arrived yesterday. They were housed in
a Washington church.

SYMPATHY MARCH

As residents of Resurrection City enjoyed
their day in the sun, more than 1,000 of their
sympathizers in Mobile, Ala., marched sev-
eral miles through rain-slickened residential
streets yesterday, singing and chanting their
support of the Poor People’'s campaign. There
were no incidents.

A little closer to Washington, in Charles-
ton, W. Va., about 500 persons who had been
attending an all-day Appalachian poverty
conference paraded seven abreast down
Eanawha Boulevard to the State Capitol, and
announced that four busloads of them would
leave Thursday to join the Washington
demonstrators.

The enthusiastic and orderly crowd at the
Charleston conference heard the Rev. Andrew
Young, assistant director of the SCLC, tell
them not to be afrald of Washington’s jails.
“You eat better there than you do at home,”
he said according to the Assoclated Press
account.

Abernathy was asked what he planned to
do between the June 16 expiration date of the
Park Service permit for the camp and the
June 19 demonstration date. “We will try to
get an extension to the permit,” he answered.

Abernathy is to preach a sermon at 8 p.m.
today in New York Avenue Presbyterian
Church, That church has given SCLC office
space for the campaign.

15109

The Park Service has issued a permit for
use of the Lincoln Memorial for a Memo-
rial Day Concert by the National Symphony
Orchestra in honor of Eing.

King's widow is to narrate a performance
of the “Lincoln Portrait,” by Aaron Copland,
and choristers from Morehouse College in
Atlanta and Howard University will sing,

[From the Washington Sunday Star, May 26,
1968]

CoMPLEXITIES OF FEEDING THE POOR
(By James Welsh)

The job of feeding thousands of partici-
pants in the Poor People’s Campaign has set-
tled down to a falrly smooth, if complex,
operation,

About 3,000 poor persons already have come
to Washington for breakfast, lunch and din-
ner for an indeterminate period.

Their hosts, at mealtimes, are a conglom-
erate of Washington area chain stores, food
manufacturers, churches, educational insti-
tutions, public and private agencies and doz-
ens of volunteer workers.

The feeding of Resurrection City's resi-
dents, marked by considerable confusion at
first, is becoming more like a routine pro-
cedure.

For the short term, at least, enough fi-
nancing and food is assured. About $1 per
person a day is going toward food for the
campaign’s participants,

More uncertain is what will happen should
the Southern Christian Leadership Confer-
ence and its followers decide to stay around
much longer than June 16, or should their
demonstrations get out of hand. These pos-
sibilities would pose hard decisions for some
of the people running the food operation.

Joseph Danzansky, head of Giant Food, is
in charge. In his words, he “kind of fell into
this” as the result of heading up the Wash-
ington Urban Coalition’s ad hoc committee
on emergency food following last month’s
civil disorders,

Once the scope of the task became clear,
Danzansky sent out an appeal to other food
chains active in the Washington area. Six of
them—Giant, Safeway, Grand Union, A & P,
Food Fair and American Stores—pledged
$1,000 a week for four weeks. Jumbo Stores
and Consumer Co-ops signed on for smaller
amounts. The Washington Hotel Association
donated $5,000.

Washington's baking industry is donating
850 loaves of bread a day and the milk in-
dustry 1,600 half-pints of milk a day. In ad-
dition, through surplus Department of Agri-
culture supplies, the District Public Welfare
Department has available an unlimited sup-
ply of a limited variety of basic foods.

“Now,” sald Danzansky, “the ball seems
to be rolling for national participation.”

Heinz Products has donated about $10,000
worth of soup and beans. National Biscuit
Co. has come forward with other products.

“They came to us on their own,” sald
Danzansky, “but it gave us the idea to send
the word out to other mnational manufac-
turers.”

Danzansky estimated that $40,000 in
money and produce is avallable, with the
cash funneled through the Health and Wel-
fare Council. Church organizations have
raised more money for food—most of it so
far has gone to feed people as they stopped
in the Washington area before going into
the encampment.

Planning the meals, ordering and obtain-
ing the food, preparing it, delivering it to the
site and serving it is no idle operation. Nearly
200 persons are engaged in it.

SCLC’s man on the scene is Kenneth
Brown, a management consultant from New
York who is volunteering his time. He and
his staff oversee the logistics of getting the
food to the site and distributing it. About
50 persons at the tent city help serve meals.

Danzansky has four of his Giant Food
staff working full-time on such jobs as order-
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ing and purchasing food. They are augmented
by others on loan from Safeway, Grand Union
and Hot Shoppes.

Three dietitians are at work on the cam-
paign, one from the welfare department, the
other two at Howard University. Residents of
Resurrection City usually get cold cereal,
fruit juice, rolls and a beverage for break-
fast, a sandwich, fruit, cookies and a bev-
erage for lunch, and a hot meal in the
evening.

The meat-and-potatoes portion of the hot
meal comes from the Howard kitchens. The
vegetables are prepared by volunteers at St.
Stephen and the Incarnation Episcopal
Church. About 50 volunteers daily prepare
sandwiches at St. John’s Academy on Mili-
tary Road. From all these points, trucks
rented by SCLC take the food to the camp.

Some of the early arrivals complained that
the food was too bland. Steps have been
taken to correct this. Said SCLC's Brown:

“Over at St. Stephen's now, they're pre-
paring the soul food—soul beans, soul peas.”

What's soul food, Mr. Brown?

“Oh, you know, heavy on the seasoning,
a little more pepper, red pepper, hot peppers,
some ham or bacon.”

Brown expressed belief that “we're doing
pretty well,” adding that much of the suc-
cess is due to “a lot of local cooperation.”

Danzansky and his group agreed to take on
the feeding operation until June 16, when
the site permit expires. Their other condi-
tlons were that the feeding be limited to
the site, the campaign continue in a non-
violent fashion and that it remain “within
the law.”

Baid Danzansky: “We have an out.” He
added quickly that he doesn't know at this
point if or under what conditions he would
exercise the “out.” He sald he is trying to
stay away from politics of the movement,
sticking to the “meeting of a human need.”

Asked about the same thing, Brown sald:
“People have to eat, regardless of contractual
agreements.” He expressed belief that those
involved in the feeding operation are “in
deep enough they're going to be making this
thing go” whatever the circumstances.

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, is
there further morning business?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
further morning business? If not, morn-
ing business is concluded.

HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOP-
MENT ACT OF 1968

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the un-
finished business be laid before the
Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The hill
will be stated by title.

The BrrL CLERK. A bill (S. 3497) to as-
sist in the provision of housing for low-
and moderate-income families, and to
extend and amend laws relating to hous-
ing and urban development.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the present consideration
of the bill?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. What is
the will of the Senate?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, I suggest the absence of a
quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.
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The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
order for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING
SENATE SESSION TODAY

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr, Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
Committee on Commerce, the Committee
on Public Works, and the Committee on
Foreign Relations be authorized to meet
during the session of the Senate today.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

RECESS SUBJECT TO THE CALL OF
THE CHAIR

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr, Presi-
dent, I move that the Senate stand in
recess subject to the call of the Chair,
with the provision that the recess not ex-
tend beyond 1:15 p.m. today.

The motion was agreed to; and there-
upon (at 12 o’clock and 42 minutes p.m.)
the Senate took a recess subject to the
call of the Chair.

The Senate reassembled at 1:08 p.m.,,
when called to order by the Presiding
Officer (Mr. Byrp of Virginia in the
chair) .

HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOP-
MENT ACT OF 1968

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (8. 3497) to assist in the
provision of housing for low- and mod-
erate-income families, and to extend and
amend laws relating to housing and
urban development.

TNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that there be a time
limitation of 2 hours on the pending
amendment, an hour to each side, the
time to be equally divided and to be
controlled by the distinguished Senator
from Texas [Mr. Tower] and the dis-
tinguished Senator from Wisconsin [Mr.
PROXMIRE].

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object—and I do not
intend to object—it is my understanding
that the Senator from Massachusetts
[Mr. BrookE] is on his way to the Cham-
ber and would like a little time. Could
we give him 15 minutes and then start
the controlled-time situation on the
amendment when Senator BrookE has
concluded?

Mr. PROXMIRE. I would be happy to
give Senator BrookeE 15 minutes from
our side.

Mr. TOWER. That is satisfactory.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Montana? The Chair hears none,
and it is so ordered.

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I may suggest
the absence of a quorum, with the time
not to be charged to either side.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and it
is so ordered.

Mr. TOWER. I suggest the absence of
a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will ecall the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
order for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr, BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
order for the quorum call be reinstituted
with the understanding that the time
shall not be charged against either side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr, Presi-
dent, I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE—EN-
ROLLED BILL AND JOINT RESOLU-
TION SIGNED

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives by Mr. Bartlett, one of its
reading clerks, announced that the
Speaker had affixed his signature to the
following enrolled bill and joint resolu-
tion:

8. 1052. An act for the rellef of Nicholas 8.
Cvetan, U.8. Air Force (retired); and

S.J. Res. 168. Joint resolution to authorize

the temporary funding of the emergency
credit revolving fund.

HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOP-
MENT ACT OF 1968

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (S, 3497) to assist in the pro-
vision of housing for low- and moderate-
income families, and to extend and
amend laws relating to housing and
urban development.

Mr, PROXMIRE., Mr. President, I am
happy to yield 15 minutes to the dis-
tinguished Senator from Massachusetts.

Mr. BROOKE. I thank the Senator.

Mr. President, in 1949, the Congress
established as a national goal, “a decent
home and a suitable living environment
for every American family.” Last March,
the Civil Disorders Commission reported
flatly:

After more than three decades of frag-
mented and grossly underfunded housing

programs, nearly six milllon substandard
units remain occupied in the United States.

The Banking and Currency Commit-
tee has reported to the Senate a bill
which is designed to mobilize both public
and private resources to achieve in the
next decade that goal set 20 years ago.
As a member of both the Civil Disorders
Commission and the Committee on Bank-
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ing and Currency, I wish to express my
full and complete support of S. 3497.

S. 3497 can only be described as land-
mark legislation. It is recognition of the
urgent need for decent housing and the
comprehensive effort required to meet
this need. It is also the product of nearly
2 years’ effort on the part of the members
of the Housing Subcommittee, Mr. Pres-
ident. I am not a member of the sub-
committee, but I am fully aware of the
long hours spent last summer and fall
working out the provisions of S. 2700
most of which are incorporated in S. 3497.
Recognizing both the seriousness of the
present situation and the failure to meet
previous goals, the subcommittee re-
viewed all existing housing legislation
and adopted a large number of modifica-
tions and revisions. Building on the ex-
perience of existing housing programs,
the committee authorized new programs
and new approaches. As finally reported,
S. 3497 represents a comprehensive re-
view and revision of Federal housing
programs as well as a series of carefully
prepared new programs.

Mr. President, both in subcommittee
and in the full committee, there was long
and healthy debate about the details of
this bill, but there was no debate about
the need for the bill. Since the com-
mencement of hearings last July, events
have served to underscore the necessity
for legislation. A public opinion survey
taken shortly after the disorders of last
summer found that in the minds of the
ghetto residents themselves, lack of de-
cent housing was the single most im-
portant reason for frustration and de-
spair. The Civil Disorders Commission
Report, issued this past March, provided
the statistics to support this reaction:
Nationwide, it said, the number of non-
whites living in substandard housing ac-
tually inereased between 1950 and 1960.
Despite the fact that 4 million of the 6
million substandard units were occupied
by whites, 16 percent of the urban non-
white population occupied substandard
housing. Negro housing units are more
likely to be overcrowded; they are gen-
erally older than whites’, and Negroes
usually pay more for the same housing.

But what is perhaps the most dramatic
plea for housing comes not from a group
to which housing is ordinarily a primary
concern but from the National Educa-
tion Association. In a letter to the chair-
man of the Banking and Currency Com-
mittee, NEA said:

The best education program, the most
highly trained and motivated teachers, and
the shiniest new equipment will do little for
the child of poverty if he must return to a
rat-infested hovel, a one-room apartment
{lluminated by a single, naked, glaring over-
head light; a home in which noise, clutter,
and overcrowding rob him of rest, comfort,
and any chance for growth as an individual
persona.llty.

Mr. President, this is the eritical trend
which forces us to review old programs
and to devise new ones which will truly
change these conditions. S. 3497 contains
numerous modifications of existing pro-
grams, and I will only take time here to
review a few. Section 106 authorizes the
Secretary of Housing and Urban Devel-
opment to provide technical and finan-
clal assistance to nonprofit sponsors
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seeking to provide low- and moderate-
income housing. Nonprofit sponsors—
unions, church congregations, civic
groups—are rich in good will but poor
in both technical knowledge of housing
construction and in capital.

As the Senate is well aware, I have
been critical of FHA administration of
programs involving nonprofit sponsors.
I have found that FHA has sometimes
alienated the nonprofit sponsor by en-
tangling him in a web of redtape and
requiring him to provide capital which,
in a nonprofit situation, he cannot be
expected to have. Section 604 authorizes
the Secretary of Housing and Urban De-
velopment to provide special assistance
to nonprofit sponsors. This includes tech-
nical assistance and information as well
as interest-free loans, financed from a
revolving fund, to cover such costs as
architectural and engineering fees, land
options, and so forth. With the assist-
ance provided by section 604, programs
involving nonprofit sponsors should oper-
ate more smoothly, providing more hous-
ing in less time.

I have also been critical of FHA’s un-
willingness to insure and finance projects
in our Nation's center cities, the very
areas where the housing need is most
critical. Section 103 of the pending bill
specifically authorized FHA to insure
properties in declining urban areas if,
in view of the need for adequate housing,
these areas are found to be reasonably
viable. To finance this higher risk effort
as well as some of the bill’'s new pro-
gram'’s, a special risk insurance fund is
established by section 104. These two
provisions constitute a clear recognition
of the urgent need for center city hous-
ing, and a directive to HUD to build that
housing.

Among other modifications of existing
programs is the section 102 credit assist-
ance and counseling program for those
families presently unable to qualify for
participation in FHA programs. The
process of urban renewal will be changed
to stress the concept of neighborhood de-
velopment which allows renewal
to be conducted on an incremental basis.
This will prevent the razing of entire
center city areas, which has turned some
cities into oversized parking lots. In an-
other important innovation, the commit-
tee took a long, hard look at income
limitations established for existing
programs.

It is apparent that those who benefit
most from low and moderate income
housing programs, such as 221(d) (3),
are those whose income is closet to the
maximum allowable. Accordingly, in or-
der to make sure that the new home-
ownership and rental programs benefit
those for whom they are intended, the
committee decided to focus the program
on lower-income families by placing an
income limit of 70 percent of the 221(d)
(3) level on 80 percent of the units. In
Boston, for example, this means that a
family of four or less with an income of
$5,700 would be eligible for assistance in
renting or buying a home. A smaller
number of four-member families with
incomes as high as $8,200 would also be
eligible for some subsidies, since 20 per-
cent of the funds would be allocated ac-
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cording to the higher income standards
of the old 221(d) (3) program.

8. 3497 contains a number of new
programs, but the two which I feel de-
serve special mention are amendments
to the National Housing Act, the section
235 homeownership program and the
section 236 rental program. The con-
cept of homeownership for those of low-
and moderate income was first brought
into prominence before the Senate by
our dedicated colleague, the junior Sena-
tor from Illinois. Since then it has been
endorsed by the Civil Disorders Commis-
sion, the President’s Committee on Ur-
ban Housing, and the Department of
Housing and Urban Development.

The proposed homeownership pro-
gram incorporates features of established
programs but emphasizes a new prin-
ciple. That principle is the concept that
homeownership can be of far greater
benefit to the poor than a mere roof and
four walls. Homeownership can be a
source of »ride and stability, influences
that will extend to the homeowner’s job
and family life. In addition, the home-
ownership program is the first to incor-
porate features which allow the active in-
volvement of the individual in a Federal
Housing program, through the use of
“sweat equity” and through personal re-
sponsibility for maintenance and repair.

The bill's homeownership program
and rental program are established on a
similar basis, Experience has shown that
under the 221(d) (3) program the Gov-
ernment is able to finance only a limited
number of mortgages at the below-mar-
ket interest rate. Accordingly, the new
programs involve market interest rates,
for which private financing is available,
and Government assistance takes the
form of direct assistance and interest-
reduction payments. These programs in-
corporate the feature of the rent supple-
ments program which requires an in-
dividual to pay a percentage of his in-
come. This feature has the advantage
that the individual’s payments increase
as his income does, but a raise in in-
come does not require his eviction from
his home,

Under section 235, the homeowner
would pay 20 percent of his monthly in-
come for principal, interest, taxes, and
insurance on the mortgage. The differ-
ence between 20 percent of the home-
owner's income and the amount actually
required to meet the mortgage would
constitute the amount of the Govern-
ment assistance payment, except that
the assistance payment could not ex-
ceed the difference between the amount
required and the amount which would
be required if the mortgage bore inter-
est at 1 percent. Under the section 236
rental program, interest-reduction pay-
ments would be made on behalf of the
sponsor to make up the difference be-
tween the monthly amount actually re-
quired at the market interest rate and
the amount which would be required at
a 1-percent-interest rate. Rental in this
housing would be established as a basic
charge; tenants would pay either the
basic charge or 25 percent of their in-
come, whichever was greater. Any ex-
cess over the basic charge paid would be
deposited in a revolving fund. The 236
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program offers flexibility in both financ-
ing and rental charges which should con-
tribute to the production of housing
at a much higher rate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired.

Mr. BROOKE., Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have 3 additional
minutes.

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I yield 3
minutes of my time to the Senator from
Massachusetts.

Mr. BROOKE. Mr. President, the re-
turn to private market-rate financing is
but one of numerous examples in which
S. 3497 recognizes the necessity for and
the benefits of participation by the pri-
vate sector. Title IX authorizes the cre-
ation of a National Housing Corporation,
a private, profitmaking corporation, the
purpose of which is to build low-income
housing. The Corporation is authorized
to establish limited partnerships for the
purpose of engaging in low- and moder-
ate-income housing undertakings. Title
IX offers the advantage of stimulating
participation by private business with its
skill, organization, and funds, which
have not yet been tapped in full measure
for housing programs.

Mr. President, S. 3497 contains many
other new programs and revisions of
existing programs, and there are others
more expert in these details than I. I
would only wish to state once again that
this bill represents the collective effort of
the committee to establish the best pos-
sible housing programs for the Nation as
a whole. It is the product of earnest and
thoughtful study. It represents a major
step forward in a vital field.

Mr. President, the report of the Civil
Disorders Commission called for action
in four areas—jobs, housing, welfare, and
education. All four are essential; one
cannot be effective without the other
three. But inadequate housing is the
visible, tangible symbol of the cycle of
poverty and deprivation. Its deleterious
effects are felt in the daily life of every
single one of our Nation’s poor. S. 3497
provides the tools which, backed by the
will of the Nation, can begin to erase the
blight of substandard housing.

Mr. President, I thank the distin-
guished Senator from Texas for yielding
to me.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I yield
myself 15 minutes.

Mr. President, section 101, title I, of
5. 3497 would authorize a new program
of assistance to enable lower income
families to own their own homes. This
would be done through a new mechanism
that would allow the Federal Govern-
ment to subsidize part of the monthly
iaost of a market rate home mortgage
oan.

Such payments would be made
monthly by the Government directly to
the mortgagee on behalf of the mort-
gagor.

A family would be required to apply
20 percent of its monthly income to the
cost of its monthly mortgage payment,
such payment including prineipal, in-
terest, taxes, and a mortgage insurance
premium. The Government’s subsidy
payment would be in an amount equal to
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the difference befween the family’s 20-
percent payment and the required
monthly payment under the mortgage.

However, in no event could the Gov-
ernment’s payment exceed the difference
between the required monthly mortgage
payment and the payment that would
be required if such mortgage bore an in-
terest rate of 1 percent. In other words,
it would be possible for a family to re-
ceive the benefits of a 1 percent interest
mortgage as a result of the Government's
subsidy.

Mr, President, my amendment pertains
to the determination of eligibility for the
homeownership programs’ subsidy bene-
fits. It would define as being eligible those
families whose incomes do not exceed
70 percent of the income limits presently
established for the section 221(d)(3)
below-market interest rate rental and
cooperative housing program. The bill
as now written would allow 20 percent of
the assistance payments contracted for
to exceed the T0 percent of 221(d) (3)
limitation.

For reasons which I shall hereinafter
state, I firmly believe that this program
should not be allowed to extend govern-
ment subsidy benefits to families with
incomes at those levels now permissible
under the 221(d) (3) BMIR program.

I applaud and support our committee’s
efforts to bring about a way whereby our
Nation’'s lower-income can participate in
the great American tradition of home-
ownership. The committee’s chairman
and its members have worked long and
hard to formulate an appropriate mech-
anism that would serve to close the gap
between the incomes that typify those
of our citizens that have limited financial
means and the market cost of a reason-
ably necessary home mortgage loan.

It is our collective opinion that a di-
rect month-by-month subsidy payment is
the most practical way to implement this
assistance. But, I expressed my excep-
tion in our committee meetings to the
far-reaching scope of the program’s sub-
sidy benefits, and I urge that every Sena-
tor weigh this matter closely in his own
mind.

There must be a strong and com-
pelling need to support the giving of
a Government subsidy, especially at this
time when our Government finds itself
in very serious fiscal and monetary diffi-
cuties. In the area of housing, such sub-
sidies should not be given to families who
are capable of housing themselves on the
private market through their own ef-
forts.

If Government assistance is to be freely
available without a determination of true
need, not only will we be subsidizing
the undermining of individual initiative
and responsibility, but we will allow
such money as is available for this pur-
pose to be directed away from those in
deserving circumstances.

Eligibility for the homeownership
program’s benefits is based on the
amount of a family’s income, its size,
and the city that it lives in. As I have
already noted, this eriteria is set out in
the eligibility tables for the section
221(d) (3) BMIR program.

This FNMA-backed, low interest rate,
program was enacted in 1961. It was to
be strictly limited to those individuals

May 27, 1968

and families whose incomes exclude them
from standard housing in the private
market. The program was to benefit
families with incomes too high for public
housing, mainly those with incomes of
$6,000 or less. This Government-aided
housing was not to compete with housing
where such aid did not exist.

Program experience has shown this
not to be the case. Unjustifiably liberal
income limits have allowed projects con-
structed under the program to cater to
middle income families, not those at the
lower income levels.

Thus, the Government has in fact
been supporting housing for those that
should be expected to handle their own
housing needs.

This is all relevant because the new
homeownership program in this bill will
utilize the 221(d) (3) eligibility tables,
and I invite every Senator’s attention to
these tables for insight into this question
of who should be subsidized by the Gov=
ernment.

At page 183 of the committee report
will be found a table with some examples
of eligible family incomes listed by city
and family size. The table also shows the
comparable eligible income in each in-
stance for benefits under the rent sup-
plement program. These limits can be
readily interpreted as “low income” as
they are based on public housing admis-
sion levels.

When we talk of “lower income,” as in
this bill, I think we should hold this to
represent those families whose incomes
are to high for public housing but too
low to allow them to purchase decent
and sufficient housing on the private
market with their own financial re-
sources.

Rather than allowing the Government
to subsidize families in the middle in-
come area, which is certainly the case in
221(d) (3), we should concentrate the
benefits of this program on those lower-
income families that can demonstrate
their capability to handle the respon-
sibilities of homeownership if given a
helping hand. By so doing, I anticipate
that qualified families with annual in-
comes generally $5,000 and less would be
the recipients of program benefits.

The 70 percent of 221(d) (3) income
limitation that I propose in my amend-
ment would be more than reasonable in
this regard. While I personally feel that
it would prove to be high in many in-
stances if not implemented prudently, it
would not, in my opinion be so inflexible
as to hamper the program’s operation in
the higher cost areas of the country.

It is stated that the bill's eligibility
formula is expected to generally cover
families with annual incomes from $3,000
to $7,000. The 70 percent limitation would
be well in line with this estimate. The
predecessor to this bill, S. 2700, wherein
the lower-income homeownership was
originated, contained the 70 percent of
221(d) (3) income eligibility requirement.
This reflected the committee’s feeling
that the full 221(d) (3) limits were too
high to serve the needs of lower-income
families.

Experience with the 221(d) (3) BMIR
program has clearly shown that benefits
tend to concentrate at the higher end
of any given eligibility limits. If this were
allowed to happen in the homeownership
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program, deserving lower-income fam-
ilies would be bypassed due to the eco-
nomic attractiveness of building homes
to serve the higher income levels.

Projects constructed under this gov-
ernment-supported 221(d) (3) program
in my Texas City of Dallas give ample
evidence of its misdirection. For ex-
ample:

A couple with one or two children can
make $7,550.

A couple with three or four children
can make $8,700.

A couple with five or more children
can make $9,800.

Even if the 70 percent of 221(d) (3)
eligibility were applied,

The couple with one or two children
could make $5,285.

The couple with three or four children
could make $6,090.

The couple with five or more children
could make $6,860.

I digress at this point to make a per-
sonal reference. The last year that I was
assistant professor of political science at
Midwestern University, my salary was
$5,000 a year. I was raising three chil-
dren and paying for my own home at
regular market interest rates. So I can-
not have much sympathy with the idea
of subsidizing homeownership for people
of moderate incomes.

Let us help the ones with low incomes,
and let us make sure this program does
precisely that. Even 20 percent, in my
estimation, is too much to devote to the
aid of moderate income families, when
it is the destitute, the impoverished, the
poor whom we are trying to benefit here.

In either of these instances, T0-percent
limitation or not, Government assistance
is, and would be, available to income
groups fully capable of providing for
themselves without having to rely on
their government.

According to 1966 census figures, the
median annual income of American fam-
ilies was $7,400. This figure ranges from
approximately $5,600 in the South to
$7,300 in the north-central region. The
average factory worker in the Dallas area
makes about $5,300 a year.

Notwithstanding these typical incomes
of families who pay their own way in life,
the 221(d) (3) program, in essence, says
that they should be subsidized. This is
insupportable, in my opinion, and this
new program should not be allowed to
compound this gross misuse of the tax-
payer’s money.

The higher income levels represented
by the full 221(d) (3) income limits are
typical of the country’s great middle
class. It would be grossly unjust to allow
the Government to subsidize families
with such incomes. It would be equally
unjust to enact a program to remedy the
housing needs of thousands of our Na-
tion's lower-income families, and at the
same time make it susceptible to bene-
fiting families capable of providing for
themselves.

By any measurement, the vast major-
lt}" of American families are capable of
supporting their housing needs. Those
families that are least able to procure
decent housing are concentrated in the
deteriorated neighborhoods of our cities.
Some 75 percent of all substandard
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dwellings are occupied by families with
annual incomes of $4,000 or less.

If this program is to make a contribu-
tion to the replacement of this rundown
housing, there is all the more reason to
use restraint in the setting of eligibility
limits. Some 28 percent of our country’s
families have incomes of $5,000 and un-
der. If the program is concentrated on
this 28 percent, we will certainly be
reaching out for those in true need of
assistance.

Should the program instead reach out
for those families with incomes up to
$7,000, there would be covered some 46
percent, or almost half, of all our fam-
ilies. In my opinion, it is insupportable to
conclude that nearly one-half of all this
country's families should rely on their
Government for their housing needs.

This is to say nothing of subsidizing
those with incomes up to $10,000, which
would be possible without the 70-percent
limitation that I propose. Approximately
70 percent of this country’s families are
in this income category.

It should be pointed out that whatever
income limits we decide upon, there will
still be a large degree of flexibility in
favor of the benefited family. These in-
come limits are for initial eligibility pur-
poses only. Once occupancy has com-
menced, a family’s income could increase
beyond these limits, and income would be
recertified every 2 years to adjust the
subsidy downward.

In addition, $300 could be deducted
from a family’s income for each family
minor for eligibility purposes. And, the
eligibility level is increased according to
the number of persons in the family.

Thus, the setting of the initial eligi-
ble incomes should be approached with
more caution than is evident in the bill.
There is far more to support moving the
limits down than there is to set them at
the higher levels asked for.

The “Declaration of Policy” which pref-
aces the bill calls for Government as-
sistance for families with incomes so low
that they could not otherwise decently
house themselves. If the setting of the
program’s income limits is not ap-
proached with prudent restraint, we will
both miss the target of our concern, our
Nation’s poorer families, and encourage
more and more of our citizens to look
to their Government as their only means
of being housed, contrary to everything
our system stands for.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a question?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

Mr. TOWER. I yield such time as
necessary to the Senator from Ohio.

Mr. LAUSCHE. I heard the Senator
state that a family with a $10,000 income,
under certain circumstances, would be
eligible for the aid.

Mr. TOWER. That is true, under the
provisions of 221(d) (3).

Mr. LAUSCHE. Will the Senator illus-
trate that, please, if he can?

Mr. TOWER. For example, a family of
three or four persons, under the maxi-
mum limit under 221(d) (3), would be
eligible for the program if it made an in-
come of $6,750 a year, at Austin, Tex.
The amount varies according to the city.
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Let us look at one a little closer to
Cleveland. Let us take Milwaukee, which
is very close to the State of the distin-
guished Senator from Wisconsin. There
a family of three or four persons having
an income of $8,000 could be eligible
within full limits. But they would be eli-
gible at $5,600 if the formula were applied
at T0 percent of the existing section
22(d) (3) limitations.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Approximately what
percentage of the families of the Nation
do the $5,600 income families constitute?

Mr. TOWER. Does the Senator mean in
that salary range?

Mr. LAUSCHE. Yes.

Mr., TOWER. About 28 percent of
the families are in the $5,000-or-under
bracket. Those in the $3,000 bracket
constitute 14 percent; $3,000 to $5,000, 14
percent; a total of 28 percent.

I am trying to make certain that all
the money earmarked in the bill will
go to the lower income families and that
none of it will be allowed to gravitate up
to the moderate income families.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Where would be the
dividing line?

Mr. TOWER. The dividing line would
vary from city to city. For a family of
two persons, it would vary anywhere
from an income of $4,000 in Austin, Tex.,
to about $5,215 in New York City.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. TOWER. I yield.

Mr. MILLER. I should like to ask either
the Senator from Texas or the Senator
from Wisconsin what constitutes income.
Is it income for Federal income tax pur-
poses as shown in an income tax return?
Or would it include an inheritance that
a member of the family might receive?
Suppose a family has an income of $5,000
as shown on the Federal income tax re-
turn, but that a relative of one of the
family passes away, and the family re-
ceives an inheritance of $25,000.

Also, would the income include gifts?
Let us say that in the disposition of an
estate, a low-income family recelves a
gift from a parent or other relative in the
amount of $2,000 or $3,000.

I should like to be satisfied on this
point. I raised this point 2 years ago in
the debate on the rent-supplement bill.
In fact, I offered an amendment on this
point. The distinguished former senior
Senator from Illinois, Mr. Douglas, de-
clined to accept the amendment. Al-
though he rejected it, I am happy to
say that the Department of Housing and
Urban Development, apparently as a re-
sult of a reading of the debate, issued
regulations which made it clear that in-
heritances and gifts of substantial
amounts would be taken into account in
possibly disqualifying a person from
eligibility.

As a matter of legislative history, we
ought to make this point clear. Certainly
the taxpayers should not be called upon
to have their tax money used to pay
subsidies to people who can afford to pay
for their homes themselves. As I under-
stand, the entire thrust of the bill is to
make certain that families in low-in-
come areas, who cannot afford to make
such payments, will receive some assist-
ance from the taxpayers to enable them
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to attain decent housing for themselves.

If, however, outside sources of eco-
nomic income, such as inheritance or
gifts, are not taken into account, I think
then that we would frustrate the pur-
poses of the legislation.

Could either of my colleagues satisfy
me on that point?

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I believe
that the income referred to as gross in-
come would include income from all
sources.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, the
staff is busily working on an answer to
the question of the Senator from Iowa.
The definition that we have available
from HUD on definition of income indi-
cates the following:

For an employee receiving a straight salary
or wages and whose rate of income is subject
to change due to promotions, etc., a deter-
mination based upon the previous 12 months’
earnings might well be erroneous. For such
persons, the annual income must be proven
on the basis of the current rate of pay at
the time of certification.

I think that the Senator from Iowa
makes a good point, and I understand
that the Senator from Texas is probably
correct. However, I would like to check
further to see if it includes not only pay,
but also gifts and inheritance and any
other source of money that would be
available.

There is the difficulty that a man or a
woman might receive a small inheritance
of perhaps $1,000 or $2,000 in 1 year. Ob-
viously, it would not be fair to disqualify
that person if that is a one-time situa-
tion.

1t certainly ought to include any regu-
lar income from pension or from interest
in property, or anything of that kind.
There is no question about that. However,
whether it should include a small inheri-
tance, I am not sure, and I am checking
now to find out.

Mr. MILLER. Mr, President, I would
appreciate it if the Senator could furnish
that information. In addition, if there
is a feeling that the income shown on the
Federal income tax return—and adjusted
gross income is what almost everybody
refers to in their income tax returns—
should be the test, then of course we
would be faced with the possibility of
someone who might receive a substantial
amount of money in the form of interest.
So I think it is very well for us to try to
close any loopholes here.

Mr. PROXMIRE., I agree with the Sen-
ator.

Mr. MILLER. I agree with my col-
leagues.

Mr. PROXMIRE, However, in connec-
tion with the point made by the distin-
guished Senator from Texas, he was cor-
rect. I have in my hand a document on
the stationery of the Department of
Housing and Urban Development, Fed-
eral Housing Administration that speci-
fies that—

Tenant income means all of the gross in-
come before taxes and all deductions re-
ceived by all members of the family except a
dependent child or children.

The only exception provided here is
for a dependent child such as one work-
ing in a car wash or some such estab-
lishment 1 day a week. That income is
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excluded, but any other income is in-
cluded in the definition.

Mr. MILLER. It is good from the
standpoint of the legislative history,
which we are making, to make sure that
we are talking about all gross income for
Federal income tax purposes. It has long
ago been decided that Federal income
does not include inheritance or gifts.
However, the thrust of the pending legis-
lation is something else. It goes into the
economic status of the people.

It would seem that gross income for
the purpose of subsidizing these low-
income areas for decent housing ought
to reflect the economic type of income
which, to the average person would not
include inheritance and gifts.

Mr. PROXMIRE, Mr. President, I am
now informed by the staff that they have
been in touch with the Department of
Housing and Urban Development. The
Department says that they would take
into account all income, including that
from gifts, inheritance, and any other
element in determining whether a pro-
spective tenant or buyer would qualify.

Mr. TOWER. That would include in-
come from tax-free bonds.

Mr. PROXMIRE, The Senator is cor-
rect. However, most of the people with
the kind of income the Senator from
Texas is talking about would not have
any investment income. However, the
point raised is a good one.

Mr. MILLER. What we are trying to
do is to meet the needs of those who need
assistance. And if we can make sure of
what we are talking about by way of leg-
islative history, as we have already done,
I think it would be helpful to the tax-
payers in general and also to those who
have to administer the law.

Mr. TOWER. The whole thrust of my
argument is to make sure that we dedi-
cate all of the money to helping those
people in the lower socioeconomic scale.
We are trying to avoid having that pro-
gram gravitate upward toward the more
moderate-income family.

Mr. MILLER. Mr, President, did I cor-
rectly understand the Senator, in re-
sponse to the question of the Senator
from Ohio, to say that the area to which
he is trying to confine this average rep-
resents about 28 percent of the popu-
lation?

Mr. TOWER. The Senator is correct.
That is, 28 percent of the families.

Mr. MILLER. Can the Senator tell us
what additional percentage would be
covered over and above the 28 percent
under the bill as it now stands without
the pending amendment?

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, 80 per-
cent of the money would be confined to
that 28 percent. However, there is a pro-
vision that 20 percent of the money can
go to the full 221(d) (3) limit. And if it is
applied over the whole bill, 46 percent of
the families in the country would be
eligible.

Mr. MILLER. The point of the Senator
is that we should confine the impact of
the bill to the area embracing 28 percent
of the families. I assume that we have
enough problems with that 28 percent
without going above that to get into the
area of 46 percent average.
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Mr. TOWER. The Senator is correct.
And 46 percent is the minimal figure.
Forty-six percent of the families have
incomes up to $10,000. And when we take
the full coverage under 221(d)(3), it
could easily hit 50 percent or more of
the families in the country.

Mr. ATKEN. Mr. President, I ask a
question which might affect industry de-
centralization. If industry moves to less
populated areas where there is no hous-
ing and if they pay their employees any-
where from $5,000 to $10,000 a year,
would those employees be eligible for as-
sistance under the bill or under the
pending amendment? Of course, I have
specific instances in mind in which po-
tential employees cannot rent or pur-
chase a house.

Mr. TOWER. Again, the income would
be the determining factor, and that de-
termination would be made by the Sec-
retary.

Mr. ATKEN. Let us suppose that the
pay amounts to anywhere from $5,000 to
$10,000 a year.

Mr. TOWER. There are programs that
they can benefit from, other than this
program.

The Senator is assuming that they
want to build houses and own homes?

Mr. AIKEN. They want a roof over
their heads.

Mr, TOWER. But do they want home-
ownership?

Mr, AIKEN. I think so.

Mr. TOWER. Other channels for
homeownership are available to them.

Mr. AIKEN. They cannot rent houses.
There are none there for them to rent.
They have to build if they want a house
in which to live.

Mr. TOWER. I believe that if an in-
dustry located a sizable plant in an area
where there was inadequate housing,
that industry would devise some means
to make sure its workers were housed.
Otherwise, it could not attract the
workers it needed.

Mr. AIKEN. I wish that were true.

Mr, TOWER. It seems to me that that
responsibility would fall on industry.

Mr. ATKEN. It takes time to solve those
problems. It cannot be done overnight.

Mr. TOWER. If this does occur in
Vermont, I am sure that a little Yankee
ingenuity would take care of it, anyway.

Mr. ATKEN. Yankee ingenuity is work-
ing at it. But when the banks have loaned
all their available money and houses are
not available to rent, it creates a problem.

At the same time, I know the Senator
from Texas also undoubtedly advocates
the decentralization of industry, to get
away from the merciless crowding into
the cities, for which we are paying a
price.

Mr. TOWER. The eligibility require-
ment for a family of three or four persons
in Burlington, Vt., would be an income
of §7,350.

Mr. AIKEN. Under the Senator’s
amendment or under the bill?

Mr. TOWER. Under the formula I pro-
pose, approximately one-third, or 30 per-
cent, would be taken from that amount.
It would be in the area of an income of
$5,000 or $5,200 for eligibility.

Mr, AIKEN. Let us say that that
would be a bare minimum anyway.
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Mr., TOWER. This is graduated up-
ward, according to the number in the
family.

Mr. ATKEN. That takes time, too.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I yield
myself 10 minutes.

Mr. President, the amendment of the
distinguished Senator from Texas ex-
presses the same sentiment that I
strongly feel. As a matter of fact, I in-
troduced an amendment to the bill as it
came from the administration to reduce
the incomes of those people who would
be assisted to buy their own homes so
that it would be at a level of only 70 per-
cent of the present so-called 221(d) (3)—
that is, the low- and moderate-income
program. However, when I introduced
that amendment I was persuaded that in
order for the program to work—espe-
cially for this program to work in the
ghetto areas, which concerns every
Member of the Senate so much—it was
necessary to provide some flexibility. So I
provided in my amendment that whereas
70 percent of BMIR income should be the
limit for 80 percent of the applicants, for
4 out of 5; for the overwhelming major-
ity of the applicants, 20 percent, 1 out of
5, would be free tfo have HUD permit a
higher level than the 70 percent of 221
(d) (3).

I agree very strongly with the Senator
from Texas that Congress should not
subsidize rental or homeownership for
any family which can help itself. I be-
lieve that is a good principle, It is a
principle we should apply, and it should
be applied to the greatest extent pos-
sible. But to have a workable program
that will do something about the ghetto
areas, especially in the areas where sites
are important—incidentally, the sites are
just unavailable in the ghetto areas—it
is necessary to provide this degree of
flexibility.

I wish to stress at this time that every
family under this program will be re-
quired to pay at least 20 percent of its
income in buying the home. Of course,
in addition to that 20 percent, as all of
us who are homeowners know, many
other costs accrue, to the homeowner in
addition to the basic costs of paying for
the mortgage, amortization, and essen-
tial costs of buying a home.

Mr. President, this definition under
section 221(d) (3)—that is, the below-
market interest rate income ceiling for
that level of income needed by the family
to afford decent housing in that area.

I know this has been a subject for
criticism by some persons who point to
New York City where a large family, in
order to have a home, has to have an
income of perhaps $10,000. This $10,000
has been applied generally throughout
the country as the limitation. However,
if we were to apply it rigidly according
to the Tower amendment, without ex-
ception, it would exclude some families
in high-cost areas, where the family lives
in slum housing, and cannot get into a
decent home without at least a little help
from the Federal Government. In those
instances the income is not high enough
to afford ownership without some finan-
cial help.

I shall refer to some examples, which
might be the best way to understand the
program. New York City has been the
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most flagrant example. In New York City,
applying the 70-percent figure, in the
case of the man who makes $75 a week,
the wife of the man in that situation
works and she makes $70 a week, because
people with low incomes usually have to
have the wives working. We know how
many millions of American families there
are in this situation. They have four chil-
dren. Under this program they would
not qualify in New York City. With that
income, with the wife working, and with
four children, it would be virtually im-
possible for them to be able to buy hous-
ing in New York City.

I would refer to the city of San An-
tonio in the State of my good friend from
Texas. In that city, if a man is making
$50 a week, which is below the present
Federal minimum wage, and if his wife
is making $50 a week, and they have
four children, they would be out of luck.
They could not qualify under the Tower
amendment to secure any degree of help
from the Federal Government. The Sen-
ator from Texas is far better informed
with respect to housing there. However,
when there are four children and the
income totals $100 a week or $5,000 a
year, whereas 30 or 40 years ago that was
not bad, these days one cannot buy hous-
ing according to the experts who have
gone in and studied this problem.

I wish to give another example for San
Antonio. In the case of the family of six
persons, two adults and four children,
the man makes $60 a week as a short-
order cook—that is the kind of job where
they would have that pay—and the wife
earns $50 a week as a maid, again they
would not qualify to get an opportunity
to buy their own home.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. PROXMIRE. I shall yield in a
moment.

The bill in its present form provides
that 80 percent, or 4 out of 5, of the fam-
ilies who are going to be eligible inust
have incomes below the 70-percent limit
to come into the program, but there
is a little flexibility. There is a 20-percent
flexibility for HUD to do something about
the ghetto areas, and where the location
is such that without the flexibility they
could not buy a home.

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr, PROXMIRE. I yield.

Mr. TOWER. I might point out that
I do not have the figures for San An-
tonio. However, the figures for Dallas are
roughly comparable, but perhaps more
expensive. Seventy percent under 221
(d) (3) would allow families of five and
six persons to qualify with an income of
$6,000. That income is arrived at after
deducting $300 for each dependent child.

I would like fo raise this question for
the Senator from Wisconsin in connec-
tion with helping the ghettos. Accord-
ing to the President’s Commission on
Civil Disorders, the survey they made
showed that in 20 cities experiencing
rioting in 1967 the median family in-
come in disturbance areas was for whites,
$3,300 and for nonwhites, $4,218.

It occurs to me that the lower we get
the more we are going to help the non-
white families.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I have two answers.
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First, 80 percent of the program would
go exclusively and entirely to very
low-income families. Second, it must be
recognized there are some people, and
the figure runs into the millions, who
will not be able to afford to buy homes
even if the interest rate to be effective
were down to 1 percent. There are some
who will have to rely on rent supple-
ments and rental housing. All Americans
cannot have adequate income to buy
their own homes. However, it seems to
me we would be ruling out many hard-
working people with low incomes who
should be enabled to qualify.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield so I may ask a question?

Mr. PROXMIRE. I yield.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Do I understand that
80 percent of the money will be ear-
marked to help what is referred to as
low-income families?

Mr. PROXMIRE. All of the income will
be used to help people with low income,
but 80 percent will be to help those whose
income is so low it is only 70 percent of
the level necessary on the basis of the
best scientific advice we have of what
it takes to buy a home in the free market.

Mr. LAUSCHE. The other 20 percent
will be allowable to families which are
above this most humble classification. Is
that correct?

Mr. PROXMIRE. The Senator is cor-
rect.

Mr. LAUSCHE. How is it to be decided
to which of those 20 percent this money
is going to be given? What will be the
situation if the 20 percent of the money
is not adequate to take care of all of the
applicants?

Mr. PROXMIRE. There is no question
that all of the applicants will not be
taken care of on the basis of the 80 per-
cent or the 20 percent.

Mr. LAUSCHE. On what basis would it
be?

Mr. PROXMIRE. It would be on the
basis of those areas most in need of hous-
ing, where unavailability of sites is such
a serious problem.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Would it not follow
that if 20 percent will not be adequate to
take care of all the applicants, next year
you will have to provide more money so
that all who apply will be taken care of?

Mr. PROXMIRE, We have not had any
housing program in the past to take care
of all of those who need assistance. As the
Senator knows we have over 8 million
substandard homes. We cannot expect to
take care of all of these with any one
program.

We are trying primarily to help those
with low incomes that would not other-
wise have any chance to buy a home. We
want to help those whose incomes are
very low and who cannot buy a home, but
they are higher than the limits and they
live in areas, ghetto areas, in which as-
sistance is needed, such as in Cleveland,
Milwaukee, and New York City.

Mr. LAUSCHE. To summarize, then, a
family under certain circumstances, be-
cause of the large numbers in some areas
in the country could qualify for this sub-
sidy even though the family was earning
as high as $10,000.

Mr. PROXMIRE. That would be ex-
traordinarily rare and I frankly would be
very, very surprised if that should be the
case in view of the very limited amount
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that would be available to those families.
The $10,000 would be reduced to $7,000,
according to what is now in the bill, the
80 percent.

If HUD is going to make an exception
to provide for someone with $10,000 a
year to buy a honie I would be very
shocked. They might go a little over
$7,000, however.

Mr. LAUSCHE. How many families in
the country would be covered if there
were a maximum of $7,000?

Mr. PROXMIRE. Well, it is hard to
say. The estimate of 38 percent is the
number of families that would qualify
under the so-called low market interest
rate program, although that disagrees
with what the Senator from Texas esti-
mates. He says 47 percent. I say 38 per-
cent. He says $7,000 limitation so as to
bring it down to 28 percent. The $7,000
is deceptive. We knock out the $7,000
limitation in New York and in Pineland,
Tex., it is $3,300. It depends on the cost
of construction in those particular areas.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Wisconsin yield me 2
minutes?

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I yield
2 minutes to the Senator from Alabama.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alabama is recognized for 2
minutes.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, the
Senator from Minnesota [Mr. MONDALE]
has prepared a statement in opposition
to this amendment. Unfortunately, he
cannot be here, and I therefore ask unan-
imous consent to have printed in the
Recorp his statement, together with the
insertions.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The statement of Mr. MoONDALE is as
follows:

AMENDMENT No. 822

On Friday, the distinguished Senator from
Texas (Mr. Tower) offered an amendment,
No. 822, to the Houslng and Urban Develop-
ment Act of 1968. This amendment would
limit eligibility for the home ownership pro-
gram to families whose income is 709 or less
of the prescribed limits for the 221(d)(3)
low and moderate Income housing program.

One of the most complicated issues faced
by the Banking and Currency Committee
during the consideration of Title I and Title
II, the home ownership and rental assistance
programs, was the establishment of equitable
income limitations. The approach approved
by the Committee represents a recognition
that these programs must concentrate on the
lower income family while at the same time
serve a large enough range of incomes to
attract private developers to build units. Any
attempt to change it would endanger the
whole housing program.

Because of the importance of the whole
issue of income limits in both these pro-
grams, I would like to give some background
on the Committee’s actions and deliberations.

The formula established by the Committee
is the same for both the homeownership and
rental assistance programs. It has three

ents:

1. All but 20% of the subsidy payments
authorized must be used for families whose
income is T09% or below the prescribed
221(d) (3) limits for the locality.

2. The other 20% can go to families whose
income is above 709 of the 221(d) (3) limits
but does not exceed these limits,

3. In determining income, $300 will be de-
ducted from gross income for each minor
child llving in the home.

The only difference between the two pro-
grams relates to the subsidy mechanism. In
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the rental assistance program, a family is
required to pay 26% of its adjusted income
(gross annual income minus $300 per child
living at home) toward the rent. However,
in the homeownership program, the family
pays 20% of its adjusted income toward the
mortgage payment. The reason for this dif-
ferential is that a famlily buying a home has
the additional required expenses of main-
tenance, repair, insurance and utilities.

This income limitation formula was based
on five conclusions of the Committee,

1. The major thrust of these new programs
should be toward the lower income family.
In the past, too often, the federal rental
program, 221(d) (8), has assisted the family
whose income is over $8,000 a year and not
the lower income family. Yet, the vast ma-
jority of more than 6 million substandard
housing units in this country are occupled
by families whose income is below $5,500.
Therefore to insure that these two new pro-
grams will benefit the lower income family,
the Committee required that 80% of the
funds authorized under these programs go
to families whose incomes are under 70% of
the present 221(d) (3) limits.

This is a dramatic shift from our previous
programs, For example, under the 221(d) (3)
program a family of 4 in Minneapolis would
be eligible for a rental unit if their income
did not exceed $8,050. However, under the
formula worked out by the Committee, pri-
mary emphasis (80% of the funds) would
now be given to familles whose income is
$5,650 or below. A chart giving other exam-
ples of this new emphasis shows as follows:

Present
221(d)(3) 70 percent
City limits for of these
a family limits
of 4

Montgomery, Ala_ ... __.._._. $5, 900 $4, 100
Long View, Tex........_._..._. 6,050 4,200
Tampa, Fla.. ... 5,950 4,200
Macon, Ga._ .. 5,750 4,000
Raleigh, N.C. . 5,950 4,200
Bangor, Maine 6, 800 4, 800
Duluth, Minn_ 6,700 4,700
Springfield, Mo. . 6, 800 4, 800
Atlantic City, NJ. ... 6, 700 4,700
Austin, Tex. ... 6,750 4,700
Milwaukee, Wis.... ... 8, 000 5,600
Detroit, Mich____.___.. 8,200 5,700
Boston, Mass__. . 8,200 5,700
Washington, D.C 8,400 5,900
Springhield, 1_____.. 8,250 5, 800

2. At the same time the Committee rec-
ognized the need to continue to assist some
moderate income families who are unable to
find suitable living conditions at market
rates. These families—the postal workers,
civil servants, teachers, cab drivers, and
those displaced by public action—have diffi-
culty, especially in urban areas, finding ade-
quate housing. Although their incomes may
be above $6,000, they still have a difficult
time in obtaining safe and decent housing
with their means.

The Bureau of Labor Statistics has com-
puted a typlcal city worker's budget for a
family of four. This budget shows that a
family, in the fall of 1966 must have had an
income of $9,191 a year to have a “moderate
standard of living.” Houslng costs averaged
24.19% of this budget or #2,214 a year.

The Department of Housing and Urban
Development has supplied me with some
further statistics on the gross minimum
monthly rental needed to secure standard
housing in various cities. These figures would
also approximate the monthly mortgage pay-
ment required to purchase a standard home.
For a two-bedroom unit the minimum rents
are as high as $137 in Las Vegas, $123 in
Duluth, Minnesota, $132 in Chicago, $141 in
Boston, and $117 in Buffalo, New York.

Thus, the average city worker is required
to spend a substantial amount of his re-
sources in providing housing. For some fami-
lies—whom we might consider moderate in-
come—this is still a tremendous strain on
their budget. There is mo reason why our
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housing programs should not assist these
families as well as the lower income families
as long as there is some provision for a slid-
ing scale of assistance so that those more
in need receive more assistance.

Therefore, the Committee concluded that
20% of the funds appropriated for these
new programs could be used to help the
moderate income family whose own resources
were insufficient to meet rental or mortgage

yments.

However, the Committee also provided a
sliding scale subsidy based on income. A
family will pay a certain percentage of its
income for this housing—20% for home own-
ership; 256% for the rental program—grant-
ing the lower income family with more bene-
fits than the moderate income family.

For example, under the home ownership
program, the required monthly mortgage
payment for a $14,000 home, financed at 634 %
for 35 years, would be $116.52. A lower income
family earning $4,200 a year would pay 20%
of its income—$70 a month—toward the
mortgage and the government would assist
by paying $46.52. On the other hand, a mod-
erate income family, one earning $6,600 pur-
chasing the same house, would be required
to pay 20% of its income, $110 a month. Al-
though still eligible for assistance, the fam-
:}g would recelve only $6.52 a month in sub-

y-

This is in marked contrast to the 221(d) (3)
program where the subsidy goes to the unit
and the same rent is established for low
income and middle income families. The pro-
visions in S. 3497 are a much more equitable
approach to assisting those who are in need.

3. A large enough range of eligible incomes
must be established in each community to
attract private builders to produce this hous-
ing. There must be a sufficlent market for
units or they will not be bullt. If these units
are limited to an income range of only &1,000,
for example, then there is only slight hope
;l‘:?il; the necessary volume of housing will be

During the housing hearings this year,
Lloyd Clarke, President of the Natlional As-
aoc;latﬁon of Homebuilders testified on this
point:

“I want to stress also that this program
(home ownership) is meant to serve moderate
income as well as low income families. Vol-
ume results cannot be achieved if it should
be restricted so as to make it impossible to
provide good housing opportunities for fami-
lies not now belng sheltered by either the
private market at market rates or the sub-
sidized Government programs.

“To assure the kind of massive building
and marketing program envisioned by this
section 235 program, the income limits for
assistance under this proposal should be as
in the bill (8. 3020) a function of the maxi-
mum permissible mortgage amounts and the
formula for assistance.”

Mr. Clarke's warning is appropriate since
the program's income range would be severe-
ly limited if only families whose income is
T0%of 221(d) (3) were eligible.

The bill's provision that the mortgage
subsidy can never exceed the difference be-
tween a market rate mortgage and a one per-
centage mortgage creates a floor beneath
which families cannot afford to purchase a
home even with the subsidy.

For example, the maximum subsidy on a
$12,000 home is $45.72. This means only fam-
ilies whose income exceeds $3,200 can afford
this home. Making only families whose in-
come is 70% of the 221(d) (3) eligible, re-
stricts the market. Assuming that an average
2 bedroom unit is a low construction cost
%rea has a value of $12,000, the range would

@:

Montgomery, Ala., $3,200—8$4,100,

Longview, Texas, $3,200—$4,200.

Tampa, Florida, $3,200—$4,200.

Macon, Georgla, $3,200—84,000.

This is contrasted with a range of $3,200-
#5,400 (the point at which a family's in-
come is sufficlent to pay the monthly mort-
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gage) in all these cities if there was no limi-
tation on income. Thus, the provision per-
mitting 20% of the funds to be used for
families above the 70% limit would expand
the potential market for any builder and
provide a market to fill vacancies not filled
by those of the lower 70% of (d)(3) limits.

4. There should be a diversity of incomes
living in units produced with these two pro-
grams. The Committee felt that if all the
efforts were concentrated on housing only
the poor, we would merely be creating new
islands of poverty and confinement, isolated
from the rest of the community. Our early
experience with the public housing program
has demonstrated that a safe, new dwelling
is not in itself the way to eliminate a slum.,
Too often, new, highrise slums were created
in a public project because there was no eco-
nomic cross section In the community.

William L. Taylor, Staff Director of the U.S.
Commission on Civil Rights wrote a letter to
the distinguished Chairman of the Commit-
tee (Mr. Sparkman) expressing his concern
over income limitations in the new programs.
His conclusion is that an economic mix with
a neighborhood will give it more viability
and “enable disadvantaged families to par-
ticipate more fully in community life.” This
point was one more reason for the committee
to permit the use of 20% of the funds for the
moderate income families.

5. Special Assistance should be granted to
the large family.

The large family is often neglected in our
special programs as recent studies in public
housing demonstrate. Most public housing
projects do not have enough bedrooms per
unit to assist these familles and they are
forced to live in substandard units. In addi-
tion, there is a higher concentration of pov-
erty among the large family. In fact, the
incident of poverty among large families is
two and one half times as great as among
other families.

Coupled with the unique housing needs of
the large family is the problem that these
families are not able to pay as high as a per-
centage of their income for housing needs.
A recent study in New York City on the
amount of income needed to maintain a
“modest, minimum” budget shows that the
family costs increase by $700 a year for each
additional child.

As the family size increases, the proportion
of income golng for housing decreases. This
New York study shows how this affects the
large famlily. The childless couple pays 24.3%
of its income for housing while the family of
10 can only pay 16% of its income for
housing.

Percentage of income
Number of people: for housing

g e e eI 29.0
2 24.3
C T e S I T S A R 2SS 23.3
T e e s b s 20.6
5 e -- 20.0
e 18.3
= = 17.6
[ e IR
9 L 17.6
10 2T 16.0
11 15.4

To meet this situation, the bill provides
that income eligibility determination and
subsidy determination will be based on “ad-
Justed income”. There will be a reduction of
$300 from annual income for every minor
child living in the home. Thus, if 70 percent
of the (d)(3) limits was $5,600, a family of
$7,200 with 6 children would fall within this
category since its adjusted income is only
$5,400. In addition the family would only
pay 20% of this 85,400 income toward the
mortgage payment or 25% of it toward
monthly rent.

Thus, these were the reasons the Com-
mittee decided on the income limit formula
contained in the bill. In my opinion, this
formula is an equitable one. It assists those
truly in need and emphasizes the lower in-
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come family. It provides a sliding scale sub-
sldy so that those with higher income will
receive less government assistance. It en-
courages neighborhoods where there will be
an economic mix. It glves special help to the
large families and their special problems.
Amendments such as the one offered by the
distinguished ranking minority member of
the Housing and Urban Affairs Subcommittee
(Mr. Tower) will negate this formula, and
endanger the success of the program.

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I appre-
ciate the allusion to Pineland, Tex., just
made by the Senator from Wisconsin.
Let me say that the sawmills in Pineland
throw away enough lumber to build a
house down there, It is very cheap to
build down in Pineland, Tex.

Mr. President, let me cite some testi-
mony given before the committee by the
junior Senator from New York [Mr.
Kennepy] in his testimony on this and
other matters pending before the Hous-
ing Committee. In that exchange be-
tween the Senator from New York and
myself, the following took place:

Senator Tower. The surveys by the Presi-
dent's Commission on Civil Disorders found
that the number of persons assisted by Fed-
eral programs in almost all cases constituted
only a fraction of those in need,.

Now, the median income of families ac-
cording to this report in the disturbance
areas was $4,200 for nonwhites and #5,300
for whites.

I notice that a recent article in the New
York Times states that the median family
income in New York City's Brownsville slum
area is $3,600 a year, and I understand that
even that 1s higher than in Bedford-
Stuyvesant——

Senator KENNEDY. That is correct.

Senator Tower (continuing). The area the
Senator has manifested so much interest in.

Too, a prior witness before this committee,
the Mortgage Bankers, testified that 756 per-
cent of all substandard homes in 1960 were
occupled by families with incomes of $4,000
or less.

Now, in view of this, don't these income
figures give evidence that would support
efforts on the part of this committee and on
the part of the Congress to alm these pro-
grams at the lower income levels?

And I would say further don't these in-
comes represent a logical target for priority?

In other words, less emphasis on the so-
called moderate incomes and more emphasis
on the low-income families?

Senator KEenNEDY. The absolute fact is that,
except for the public housing programs, there
have not been any housing programs that
have helped the low-income people in this
country.

The 221(d) (3) program is really for mid-
dle-income people. We have not had any
housing programs that have helped the low-
est income people in the United States. And
this legislation that is being considered by
this committee is not really going to help
them either.

It is going to do better than 221(d) (3), but
it is not going to get to the group that you
Just described.

Senator Tower. Without trying to get a
specific endorsement of any particular provi-
slon, I would note that the eligibility re-
quirements in S. 3029 are the same as they
are for 221(d)(3), whereas in S. 2700 we
pegged the eligibility requirements at 70 per-
cent of 221(d) (3), which would keep it down
more toward the median income range.

Do you favor some sort of legislative de-
vice, not necessarily this one, to keep this
thing from surfacing and gravitating toward
more moderate income?

Senator EENnNEDY. I do.

Thus, Mr. President, I submit that
when the Senator from New York and I
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can arrive at an agreement on something,
it must be very worthwhile and represent
a real consensus. I would suggest in light
not only of Senator KENNEDY's testi-
mony but also because the same guestion
was asked of many witnesses repeatedly,
and the response was to keep it down to
the lowest income families because they
are the ones not being helped today.

When we consider that in Bedford-
Stuyvesant and Brownsville, N.Y., the
families there are in the $3,000 to the
$3,200 bracket, those are the people we
need to help. Those making $7,000, $8,000,
or $9,000, perhaps it is a hardship on
some of the large families in the income
range of $6,000, $7,000, $8,000, or even
$10,000, to build a house or buy a house
or even rent a house the burden falls not
nearly so heavily on them as it does, on
those making below $5,000. That is where
the most critical problem is. Those are
the people to whom the program should
be targeted.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I yield
myself 5 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wisconsin is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, there
is no argument between the Senator from
Texas and me about the fact that the bill,
and this measure in the bill, should be
directed primarily at those with the low-
est incomes. It is. It is, at the present
time. In the bill, however, both the Hous-
ing and Urban Affairs Department and
the homebuilders—and the homebuilders
are very emphatic about this—as well as
the Cooperative League and two sig-
nificant other groups; namely, the U.S.
Civil Rights Commission and organized
labor, they all feel very strongly that we
should not knock out any flexibility on
the part of the Director of HUD.

I think the argument that makes sense
is that we do not want to create a situa-
tion where we have economic ghettos.
We should provide an opportunity for
people whose incomes are above this also
to be able to buy their own homes. What
will happen is that people with low in-
comes will be able to buy their own
homes under the program, but there will
be a serious gap, a gap in which we will
have the kind of experience observed be-
fore, where there will be indignity be-
cause of being associated with that kind
of subsidy, because these are people with
low incomes and they will be identified
as being placed in a group where their
houses are subsidized.

What I want to emphasize—and em-
phasize strongly—is that because 20 per-
cent of incomes are required to go to
pay for houses, that subsidy diminishes
as the income increases. We talk about
people with incomes of $4,000 or $3,500,
but in buying their own home, we recog-
nize that the assistance they get is going
to be a great deal less than the assistance
of those with an Income of $3,000 or
$2,500. Most are under this provision.
Even for that small minority who have
an income above the 70-percent limit,
they will pay for virtually the entire
cost of the rental themselves and not
?imre the benefit of the Government sub-

dy.

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I yield
myself such time as is necessary.
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I am aware that is seems like nit-pick-
ing to object to a mere 20 percent of the
funds earmarked or being made avail-
able under the program for families that
reach full eligibility limits on 221(d) (3)
but, again, it is the case of the camel
with his head under the tent. We have
striven for years to devise programs that
would help the very poor, and in every
instance the programs have always grav-
itated upwards toward the lower-risk in-
come groups. So I think now we need to
have a program in which we say 100 per-
cent of all that we earmark for the pro-
gram is going to help those who are low-
est of the socioeconomic scale, because
they are the people most in need, they are
the people suffering the most and the
people least able to take care of them-
selves.

I think we should put every dime we
can earmark into a program to help these
people. If there are five people in a given
area making application, at an income
level below $5,000 a year, only four of
them are going to get the assistance, be-
cause the fifth one will have to give away
to someone much higher on the socio-
economic scale and much more capable
of taking care of himself. So I urge the
adoption of my amendment.

I am prepared to yield back the balance
of my time.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I yield
back the balance of my time.

Mr. TOWER. I ask for the yeas and
nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the amendments of
the Senator from Texas. All remaining
time on the amendments has been yielded
Hack. The yeas and nays have been
ordered, and the clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk called the roll.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I an-
nounce that the Senator from Nevada
[Mr. BisLE]l, the Senator from Hawaii
[Mr. INnoU¥YE], and the Senator from Mis-
souri [Mr. Long] are absent on official
business.

I also announce that the Senator from
Idaho [Mr. CHURCH], the Senator from
Pennsylvania [Mr. Crark], the Senator
from Mississippi [Mr. Eastranpl, the
Senator from North Carolina [Mr. Er-
vin], the Senator from Oklahoma [Mr.
Hagrris], the Senator from Indiana [Mr.
HARTKE], the Senator from Arizona [Mr.
Haypen], the Senator from South Caro-
lina [Mr. Horrines], the Senator from
Massachusetts [Mr. KENNEDY], the Sen-
ator from New York [Mr. KENNEDY], the
Senator from Louisiana [Mr. Lone], the
Senator from Minnesota [Mr. Mec-
CarTHY], the Senator from Wyoming
[Mr. McGee]l, the Senator from South
Dakota [Mr. McGoverN], the Senator
from Minnesota [Mr. MonpaLe], the
Senator from New Mexico [Mr. Mon-
Toyal, the Senator from Oregon [Mr.
Morsel, the Senator from Wisconsin
[Mr. NeLson], the Senator from Con-
necticut [Mr., Risicorr], the Senator
from Florida [Mr. SmarHERs], and the
Senator from Maryland [Mr. TypIings]
are necessarily absent.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from New York
[Mr. KEnnNEDY], the Senator from Min-
nesota [Mr. MoxpaLE]l, the Senator
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from Connecticut [Mr. Risicorr], and
the Senator from Maryland [Mr.
TypiNngs] would each vote “nay.”

On this vote, the Senator from Missis-
sippi [Mr. Eastranp] is paired with the
Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. CLARK].
If present and voting, the Senator from
Mississippi would vote “yea” and the
Benaf:?r from Pennsylvania would vote

On this vote, the Senator from North
Carolina [Mr. ErviN] is paired with the
Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. KeEN-
nEDpY]. If present and voting, the Sena-
tor from North Carolina would vote
“yea,” and the Senator from Massachu-
setts would vote “nay.”

On this vote, the Senator from Flor-
ida [Mr. SmatHERS] is paired with the
Senator from Oregon [Mr. Morse]l. If
present and voting, the Senator from
Florida would vote “yea,” and the Sena-
tor from Oregon would vote “nay.”

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I announce
that the Senator from Utah [Mr. BEN-
NETT], the Senator from Kansas [Mr.
Carrson], the Senators from Kentucky
[Mr. CoorEr and Mr. MorTON], the Sen-
ator from Nebraska [Mr, CurTtis], the
Senator from Illinois [Mr. Dirksen], the
Senator from Arizona [Mr, FaNNIN], the
Senator from Hawaii [Mr. Fongl, the
Senator from Oregon [Mr. HATFIELD],
the Senator from New York [Mr. Javirs]
and the Senators from California [Mr.
KucHEL and Mr. MurrHY ] are necessarily
absent.

The Senator from Colorado [Mr, DomMI-
Nick], the Senator from Idaho [Mr. Jor-
pan], and the Senator from Michigan
[Mr. GriFrIN] are detained on official
business.

If present and voting, the Senator from
Utah [Mr. BeEnnerTl, the Senator from
Nebraska [Mr, CurTtis], the Senator from
Illinois [Mr, DmkseN], the Senator from
Colorado [Mr. Dominick], the Senator
from Arizona [Mr. Fannin], the Senator
from Oregon [Mr. Harriern], the Sena-
tor from Idaho [Mr. Jorpan], and the
Senator from California [Mr. MUrPHY]
would each vote “yea.”

On this vote, the Senator from Cali-
fornia [Mr. KucHEL], is paired with the
Senator from New York [Mr. Javirs],
If present and voting, the Senator from
California would vote ‘“yea,” and the
Senator from New York would vote
c(nay'!)

The result was announced—yeas 25,
nays 36, as follows:

[No. 161 Leg.]

YEAS—25
Allott Hruska Russell
Baker Jordan, N.C. Stennis
Brooke Lausche Talmadge
Byrd, Va. McClellan Thurmond
Cotton Miller Tower
Dodd Mundt Willlams, Del.
Hansen Pearson Young, N. Dak,
Hickenlooper Percy
Holland Prouty

NAYS—36
Alken Gore Pastore
Anderson Gruening Pell
Bartlett Hart Proxmire
Bayh HiIl Randolph
Boggs Jackson Scott
Brewster Magnuson Smith
Burdick Mansfield Sparkman
Byrd, W. Va. McIntyre Bpong
Cannon Metcalf Symington
Case Monroney Williams, N.J.
Ellender Moss Yarborough
Fulbright Muskie Young, Ohlo
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NOT VOTING—39
Bennett Griffin Long, La.
Bible Harris McCarthy
Carlson Hartke McGee
Church Hatfleld McGovern
Clark Hayden Mondale
Cooper Hollings Montoya
Curtis Inouye Morse
Dirksen Javits Morton
Dominick Jordan, Idaho Murphy
Eastland Eennedy, Mass. Nelson
Ervin Kennedy, N.Y. Ribicoff
Fannin Kuchel Bmathers
Fong Long, Mo. Tydings

So Mr. ToweRr’s amendments (No. 822)
were rejected.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, I
move to reconsider the vote by which the
amendment was rejected.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill is
open to further amendment,

Mr, TOWER. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will eall the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 829

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I call up
my amendment No. 829, and ask that it
be stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

On page 83, with line 4, strike
out all through line 2 on page 96.

Renumber succeeding sections and titles
accordingly.

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT

Mr, MANSFIELD, Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. TOWER. I yield.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that there be
a time limitation of 1 hour on the pend-
ing amendment, the time to be equally
divided, 30 minutes each to the distin-
guished Senator from Texas [Mr.
Tower] and the distinguished Senator
from Alabama [Mr. SPARKMAN],

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. Who yields
time?

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I yield
myself such time as I may need.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Texas is recognized.

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, the effect
of my pending amendment would be to
delete from the bill the new communi-
ties provision. I cannot concur with the
inclusion in the pending bill of a pro-
gram of Government guarantees for the
gievelopment of entirely new communi-

es.

This is the program which would au-
thorize the Secretary of Housing and
Urban Development to guarantee bonds
and other obligations issued by develop-~
ers to finance the cost of acquiring and
developing land, after which there would
be developed on the land that was
acquired homes, schools, and the other
usual institutions associated with a self-
sustaining city or community.
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The economic feasibility of such ambi-
tious undertakings is somewhat at doubt,
and past experience in this area has re-
vealed a myriad of pitfalls awaiting the
unwary. The speculative nature of these
large community development programs
is of itself reason to doubt the prudence
of allowing the Federal Government to
pledge its full faith and credit, to the
possible cumulative extent of $500 mil-
lion, to such undertakings. It is alfo-
gether possible that the only solvency
inherent in such undertakings will ulti-
mately be that of the Government’s fi-
nancial exposure. I do not feel that there
is anything to support allowing the Gov-
ernment’s financial resources to be
placed in such a position.

This doubtful proposal is being ad-
vanced at a time when the housing prob-
lems of America's existing cities and
communities have not been resolved, and
when the Government’s financial re-
sources are being stretched in every way
possible to extend assistance for the up-
grading of our country’s deteriorated
neighborhoods and the replacement of
substandard housing within the cities.

It would be inappropriate in my opin-
ion, to enlarge the Government’s contin-
gent liability in this area when the de-
mands of existing programs are so hard
to meet. The homebuilding industry has
at its disposal a comprehensive selection
of Government housing programs, to
which would be added the new lower in-
come programs created by this bill, with
which it can undertake the orderly de-
velopment of quantities of housing rang-
ing from individual structures to entire
subdivisions and neighborhoods. The in-
dustry possesses the financial resources,
when economic feasibility is present, to
absorb the necessary costs of land de-
velopment to implement these programs.

I feel that it is both sufficient and de-
sirable that such development be under-
taken within or contiguous to our coun-
try’s existing cities and communities
where existing governmental services and
established amenities will be available to
the occupants of the housing produced,
and likewise, where such housing will
enhance and supplement the needs of
these cities and communities and their
governments. This will certainly result in
development activities that are more re-
sponsive to local needs than would be
the case where entire cities and com-
munities are created that would tend to
reflect instead the whims of the Secre-
tary of Housing and Urban Development.

This is no time for us to guarantee $500
million to speculative schemes involv-
ing the new communities, new cities, new
towns, or whatever one wants to call
them, There have been a number of these
that have sprung up all over the country,
and I do not know of any that have been
a great financial success. At a time when
we should be addressing ourselves to the
problems of existing urban areas, why
should we go chasing off after a scheme
to build new communities?

This is a speculative type of operation.
The home building and financial com-
munities have the resources to engage in
this type of speculative development, if
they choose to do so. I see no reason why,
at a time when we are facing a fiscal
and monetary crisis, we should back them
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up with the resources of the Govern-
ment of the United States.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, my
comments with respect to this amend-
ment shall be brief.

As I understand the amendment, it
would strike out the provisions in the bill
relating to the guarantee of bonds en-
acted by sponsors of new communities.

Mr, TOWER. Yes.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, the
question of new communities was dis-
cussed in our committee for 3 years be-
fore it was finally put into the law, as a
provision for providing mortgage insur-
ance for larger subdivisions, in 1965. The
subdivision insurance provision was later
amended and broadened in 1966 to in-
clude new communities.

In the beginning, I was opposed to the
proposal for establishing an FHA insur-
ance program for new communities. I
have stated on the floor of the Senate
that I was opposed to such a program.
Nevertheless, such a program has been
written into the law because it was felt
that by developing large tracts of land
for new communities it would be more
economically feasible to build great
amounts of housing. The insurance pro-
gram has been on the statute books for
only 2 years now and, I am advised that
no applications have thus far been ap-
proved for this type of development.

The existing program, as I have in-
dicated is based on the financing of new
communities through mortgages. HUD
has asked for a new method of financing
this type of development; namely, that
of permitting HUD to guarantee the
bonds of developers who undertake a
new community development.

The only point I wish to make in this
connection is that the program has not
had a true test since not one application
has been approved under the existing
program.

Originally, I opposed the program, but
I accepted it when the program was
written into the law; and I believe that
now, since it is in the law, we should
allow this alternative financing method
in order to see if the program can prove
itself.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a question?

Mr. SPARKMAN. I yield.

Mr. HOLLAND. I note that under the
heading of “Labor” on page 90 of the
bill, it is provided that all laborers and
mechanics employed by contractors or
subcontractors in the land development
program shall be paid such sums as set
by the Secretary of Labor in accordance
with the Davis-Bacon Act. The Davis-
Bacon Act, of course, applies to payments
of wages and salaries when persons are
employed on the building of public build-
ings.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Yes, that is true. As
a matter of fact, that provision is ap-
plicable already in existing law to all
rental housing constructed under FHA
programs. Single family home con-
struetion is not covered by the Davis-
Bacon Act. That is the uniform applica-
tion and it has been for a long time.

Mr. HOLLAND. That covers, of course,
the cost of artisans in the building of
homes. But this project covers a good
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deal more, does it not, than the building
of homes?

I read from page 93:

(a) The term “land development” means
the process of grading land, making, in-
stalling, or constructing water lines and
water supply installations, sewer lines and
sewage disposal Installations, steam, gas,
and electric llnes and installations, roads,
streets, curbs, gutters, sidewalks, storm
drainage facilities, and other installations
or work, whether on or off the site, which
the Secretary deems necessary or desirable
to prepare land for residential, commereial,
industrial, or other uses, or to provide facil-
ities for public or common use.

It seems to me that making the provi-
sions of the Davis-Bacon Act apply to
all of the great scope of work—of course
there are many types of work—is differ-
ent from the provision of which the Sen-
ator spoke, and which is now in the law.

Mr. SPARKMAN. I believe it is ex-
actly the same as would apply to the
building of an apartment house where
the land had to be prepared, and so forth.
I believe this is the same rule. Certainly,
we did not try to incorporate a new rule.

Mr. HOLLAND, Having had some ex-
perience with the development of new
communities, I know that much more is
involved than would be involved in the
ordinary building of an apartment house
or a condominium or a structure which
would involve some little work in level-
ing the ground and in connecting with
the electric system, the gas system, the
water system, and so forth. This seems
to cover all work done in what is termed
“land development,” and I have read
what is defined as land development.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Of course, the hous-
ing cannot be built until the land is de-
veloped. That is part of this program, to
make it possible to develop the land on
a large scale, to make it available for the
erection of different types of housing,
perhaps several different apartment
houses, row houses, and houses of every
type. The rule that is laid down here is
the same as that which applies in all
other housing. I am confident of that. I
said “all other housing.” I mean, of
course, all rental housing and housing
constructed under the FHA 213 coopera-
tive housing program.

Mr. HOLLAND. My observation of new
developments of this type is such that I
know they customarily cover areas of
from 40 to 80 or 160 acres, and some-
times as much as a square mile in my
State—sometimes several square miles,
The application of the Davis-Bacon Act
to a new facility of that type seems to
me to be a much broader application
than anything we have heard of hereto-
fore in this field.

Mr. SPARKMAN. I do not believe that
the type of development the Senator
is talking about would be under the
Davis-Bacon Act, because he is speak-
ing only of preparing the site, without
the buildings to be a part of it. This re-
lates to new communities, and this is in
the existing law with respect to new com-
munities.

Mr. HOLLAND. The new community
building, as projected under this bill, goes
very far, it seems to me. In my State,
new communities go all the way from



15120

several square miles down to compara-
tively large acreage.

The next point is this: I note that sub-
paragraph (b) of section 412, on page 91,
contains these words:

(b) In no case shall any grant under this
section exceed 20 per centum of the cost of
the new community assistance project for
which the grant is made; and in no case shall
the total Federal contributions to the cost
of such project be more than 80 per centum.

Do I correctly understand that this ap-
plies to fire stations, police stations,
school buildings, and matters of that
type which are to be needed in the new
community?

Mr. SPARKMAN. No. This is primarily
for water and sewer systems, which the
local body supplies. This is to aid the local
city or community, wherever the area is,
to provide water and sewer systems.

Mr. HOLLAND. I note here that the
limit of Federal assistance shall not ex-
ceed 80 percent of the cost. In this sec-
tion we are not talking about guaran-
tees; we are talking about Federal con-
tributions.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Contributions; yes.
The Senator is correct.

Mr. HOLLAND. Then, we have in mind
new communities in which the Federal
Government will be expected to pay any-
where from 20 to 80 percent of the cost of
schools, the police station, the fire sta-
tion, the water facilities, and others that
are public facilities; are we not?

Mr. SPARKMAN. Of course, there is
a Federal program to assist public bodies
and communities in supplying water and
sewer systems.

Mr. HOLLAND. Does the Senator mean
new, planned communities, just starting
out? I do not know of any such program.

Mr. SPARKMAN. The Senator is fa-
miliar with one program we enacted into
law just 2 or 3 years ago to provide as-
sistance even though it were out in a
rural area.

Mr. HOLLAND, That is the Farmers
Home Administration program. Now, we
are talking about building new, highly
developed communities; are we not?

Mr. SPARKMAN. It is a part of the
housing. In this event the community
might make a grant of as much as 50
percent. This provides 20 percent in addi-
tion to that, but in no event is the cost
of such project to be more than 80 per-
cent.

Mr, HOLLAND. This permits the Sec-
retary himself to make supplementary
grants?

Mr. SPARKMAN. The Senator is cor-
rect.

Mr. HOLLAND. The conditions are
that the grant shall not exceed 20 per-
cent and that his grant, when taken in
conjunction with the other Federal
grants, shall not exceed 80 percent of
the cost?

Mr, SPARKEMAN, The Senator is cor-
rect.

Mr. HOLLAND. It seems to me that
this is practically underwriting the con-
struction of the needed public facilities
in planned, new communities. It seems to
me that such a course would be very un-
fair to communities recently established
and which are being developed by the
dozens, in my own State.
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How can we possibly justify such gen-
erous help as this to a new community
now being planned and whose plans are
approved by the Secretary of Housing
and Urban Development?

Mr. SPARKMAN. The basic grant un-
der the existing law is found in section
702 of the National Housing Law and is
50 percent. This is a supplementary
grant. That is the title of the section.
It permits additional grants not to ex-
ceed 20 percent in connection with any
one project.

Mr. HOLLAND. We have a great many
private enterprises in my State, and I
know this happens to be true in the
State represented by the Senator from
Texas. It is true to a lesser extent in
all States, but is particularly true in
States growing rapidly where many,
many new communities are being built
by private enterprise.

It looks to me as if this kind of pro-
gram, if allowed to be enacted into law,
supported by a one-half-billion-dollar
program, is decidedly unfair and unjust
when contrasted with completely pri-
vately developed communities.

I wonder if the Senator has a com-
ment on that point?

Mr. SPARKMAN., This is not some-
thing brand new that we are seeking to
enact into law. It is merely providing an
alternative financing method for some-
thing that has been in the law since 1966.
These so-called planned communities
have had a very hard time. I am not sure
it can be satisfactorily shown that pri-
vate undertakings have been successful.
I know several such undertakings that
have not been successful. I know Sena-
tors have read in the newspapers just re-
cently about the difficulties incurred by
one community near Washington about
which we initially heard glowing reports.
I refer to the new town of Reston, Va.
The committee studied this new financ-
ing method on the recommendation of
the Housing Department and the com-
mittee decided we should help these un-
dertakings in the manner set forth in
the bill.

Mr. HOLLAND. I have just two com-
ments to make on this point. First, it is
evident that the law that is on the books
now has not been very successful and this
is an effort to provide much larger Fed-
eral participation. In the second place, I
wish to make clear that in addition to
the one new community which the Sena-
tor refers to, one cannot go out from
Washington in any direction, in Virginia
or Maryland, that he does not run into
several of these new communities which
have been developed by private enter-
prise and which are continuing their de-
velopment. Many of them have not been
built on anything more than a propor-
tion of the lots which they set out to de-
velop.

Of course, their investments for wa-
ter facilities, and the like, have been put
in with a view to supplying the entire
community when it is completed.

It seems to me we could not go into a
matter as large and as generous as this
without seriously affecting for the worst
many, many such communities. Certain-
ly, that would be the case in my State.

Mr. SPARKMAN. I think the Senator
must be speaking about large subdivi-
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sions rather than what is usually known
as new towns or new communities. There
are in fact very few of them. Very few,
if any, have been successfully completed.
There is one out here in Maryland by
the name of Columbia. Then there is
one in Virginia called Reston. These are
the only new towns I know of around
Washington.

(At this point, the Acting President
pro tempore assumed the chair.)

Mr, TOWER. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr, SPARKMAN. I yield.

Mr. TOWER. Sometimes subdivisions
take on a corporate identification. They
may be contiguous fo an existing urban
area, but still they take on a corporate
identification.

Mr. SPARKMAN. The Senator is cor-
rect. I believe the Senator is talking
about subdivisions rather than new com-
munities.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I shall
name a half dozen communities off the
top of my hat. In my State alone, there
are such communities as Sun City, Fla.;
Cape Coral, Fla.; Lehigh Acres, Fla.;
Port Saint Lucie, Fla., and others that
can be thought of in a few minutes.
They are new communities. Port Char-
lotte is the largest town in its county,
which is Charlotte County, Just a few
yvears ago it was nothing but a strip of
completely undeveloped territory. It was
planned as a city, developed as a city,
and it is a ecity. My recollection is that
the other day in talking to the lawyer
for the county commission he told me
there were more than 8,000 people in that
town,

I think I have named five or six. An-
other instance would be the new com-
munity on Marco Island.

It seems to me that we cannot go into
this type of 'business without being ex-
ceedingly unfair to the developers of
those new communities. None of them
that I have mentioned are completely
developed, yet all of them are successful
and they are all organized as separate
communities, served by separate facili-
ties, and counting on additional sales of
lots and the building of additional thou-
sands of homes.

It seems to me that to pass this kind
of law would invite competitors financed
largely by Federal funds. So unless I am
shown something different from the way
this proposal looks to me now, I would
have to say that I would not possibly
support this title. As I see it, it is ex-
ceedingly unfair to private enterprise
developers of new communities, of which
there are many. One of the them, Bel
Air, is located in Prince Georges County,
Md., not far from here. I have not been
in it, but I have been in the one built by
the same people, the Levitts, close to
Trenton, N.J. It is quite a city, and it was
developed by private enterprise.

‘We simply cannot get into this kind
of operation on this scale—$500 million
for the first shot—without seriously
jeopardizing investments, which are very
large, indeed.

I thank the Senator for yielding.

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. SPARKMAN. I yield.
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Mr. COTTON. I wanted to try to make
certain that I understood—it has been
talked about enough so that we ought to
know—the definition of “new commu-
nity.” I have in mind a small city in my
own State that has had an expansion of
industry and is seeking to construct a
new housing development to take care
of the new workers. The city has had
some difficulty, because unless rent sup-
plements are combined with help for
housing, the new housing development
cannot be constructed to take care of
the new workers without getting the
rent up so high that it would not be
within the reach of the new workers.

I am trying to find out whether the
phrase “new community” would include
a situation in which a new development
was taking place, on the outskirts of a
city, or whether the development would
have to be a new city or a new town hav-
ing a form of government separate
from the original community.

Mr. SPAREMAN. Of course, many
times, the definition is rather vague as
between what could constitute a new
town and what could not; but my under-
standing of a new town or a new com-
munity is that it is within itself a com-
pletely new unit. Ordinarily, expansion
on the edge of a city is what we would
call a subdivision. Some of those sub-
divisions become enormous.

Subdivisions like Belair in Maryland
are not new communities or new towns
within the meaning of the term. I
should think under the description the
Senator from New Hampshire gives, that
a subdivision would take care of the
situation.

Mr. COTTON. Does the Senator mean
that this money, if it were authorized
and appropriated, might be available in
that case, or it would not be available?
It is not a new town.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Grants for water
and sewer systems support are available
in any case.

Mr. COTTON. Under the bill?

Mr, SPAREMAN. Under the law.

Mr. COTTON. Under the law.

Mr. SPAREMAN. Under the law.

Mr. COTTON. In this particular case.

Mr. SPARKMAN. This says that the
Secretary of Housing and Urban De-
velopment may, when he finds it neces-
sary to enable the community to develop
as a community, increase the grant by
20 percent.

Mr. COTTON. It refers, then, only to
water, sewage, and other——

Mr. SPARKMAN. The Senator is
right.

Mr. COTTON. Not to construction.

Mr. SPARKEMAN. No, not to construc-
tion.

Mr. COTTON. That answers my ques-
tion. I thank the Senator.

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I note
that it is pretty difficult to distinguish
new communities from subdivisions, as
something contiguous to, or part of a
city, or outside city limits. Actually, the
new communities are located in the
proximity of major urban areas and take
on the character of suburbs or subdivi-
sions. Because we move them 5 miles
into the country does not mean that
they are not part of a metropolitan
complex, which they become a part of.
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I believe that we should not be in the
business of subsidizing or underwriting
speculative projects, particularly in light
of what the distinguished Senator from
Florida says, that it competes with those
who are trying to make it on their own,
s0 to speak. So far, we do not have any
rule that we should get into that. 5

Mr. HOLLAND. Levittown, Pa., to
which I have referred, is a rather full
town. It is not all residential. It has
plenty of other facilities.

Mr. SPARKMAN. The Senator is right.
But it is built as a subdivision.

Mr. HOLLAND. It is as much of a new
town as Reston, except that it is success-
ful and Reston, as the Senator has said,
is not in full success as yet.

The Senator referred to Columbia, I
have seen it referred to as a new com-
munity. We have them in my State
which, as the Senator knows, is growing
rapidly. There are numerous instances of
that kind. The stock of the companies
that do the developing is sold on the New
York Stock Exchange. They have high
standing. The idea of coming in here
with a fund by way of a grant and
coupling it on to other grants that might
go as high as 80 percent to build certain
utilities and conveniences within it, and
then the guaranteed bond being up to
$500 million, it seems to me, gives im-
proper advantage to communities that
would be picked out by the Secretary of
House and Urban Development for this
kind of help as compared with those still
making a go of it through the exercise
of private enterprise. And they are doing
it. I am told—I have not been on the out-
skirts of great cities in California re-
cently—that there are numerous exam-
ples of new communities in the San
Francisco Bay area, in the general areas
around Los Angeles and Los Angeles
County, in the general areas around San
Diego, and, I am sure, elsewhere in that
far western State.

I just do not like to see the Govern-
ment getting into this kind of thing
which will disturb so greatly those who
are presently operating successfully, are
adding to this country’s wealth and de-
velopment, and are adding to the hous-
ing prospects and possibilities of our
people. To have the Government come
in in such a way as this, to my mind,
would be distressing. It is for that reason
I take the position I do.

Mr. LAUSCHE, Mr. President, will the
1;Stens.t.or from Alabama yield for a ques-

on?

Mr, SPARKMAN. I yield.

Mr. LAUSCHE, For the purpose of get-
ting a clearer understanding of what is
involved, do I understand correctly that
under existing law a new community or
subdivision would be entitled to aid for
the installation of sewerage and water
supply facilities in an amount equal to
50 percent of the cost?

Mr. SPARKMAN. That is correct. That
is basic law.

Mr, LAUSCHE. Now, under the sub-
ject which has been discussed, a com-
munity as distinguished from a subdi-
vision would be entitled to additional
ald

Mr. SPARKMAN. It might be——
Mr. LAUSCHE (continuing). At the
discretion of HUD?
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Mr, SPARKMAN. That is correct.

Mr. LAUSCHE. For what purpose
would this additional aid be wused?
For what? Water and sewer?

Mr. SPARKMAN, Primarily water and
sewer.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Primarily; but would
the Secretary have the authority to make
additional grants for other installations?

Mr. SPARKMAN. No; 20 percent for
water and sewer.

Mr, LAUSCHE. Does the bill define a
“community” such as the Senator has
been discussing here?

Mr, SPARKMAN. I do not find a defini-
tion of the word as such, but there are
conditions that the Secretary must find
to exist.

Section 1004 of the National Housing
Act reads:

New communities consisting of develop-
ments, satisfying all other requirements un-
der this Title, may be approved under this
section by the Secretary for mortgage insur-
ance if they meet the requirements of sub-
section (b) of this section.

Mr. LAUSCHE, What is the difference
between a “subdivision” and a “commu-
nity”?

Mr, SPARKMAN, “Community” refers
to a complete community with provision
made for streets, churches, fire depart-
ments, and everything necessary for the
operation of a city. A subdivision is
usually a collection of homes. Subdivi-
sions sometimes have other facilities,
true, but, generally, they are nothing
more than a collection of homes.

Mr. LAUSCHE. A community pretty
Eﬁa;{;y establishes a new governmental

Mr. SPARKMAN. A new community
would.

Mr. LAUSCHE. A new community
would ?

Mr. SPARKMAN. Yes; and it is en-
titled to funds and grants for water and
sewer, just as is an established ecity.

Mr. LAUSCHE, Forgetting for the mo-
ment the added 20 percent that the Sec-
retary of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment may allow in his diseretion, what
other type of aid would the development
of such a community be entitled to?

Mr. SPARKMAN. The land could be
insured, as would the buildings be, under
FHA, but that is a regular FHA insur-
ance program.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Would the aid pro-
vided for the low income family be ap-
plicable to a new community ?

Mr. SPARKMAN. Yes; it is applicable
anywhere.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Would supplemental
rents also be applicable?

Mr. SPARKMAN. The Senator means
would the rent supplement program be
authorized if such buildings were con-
structed there?

Mr. LAUSCHE. Yes.

Mr. SPARKMAN. It would be.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Does not this operate
as an inducement for people to move out
of the big cities and move into new
communities?

Mr. SPARKMAN. Yes.

Mr. LAUSCHE. What do the big city
people who are trying to keep what has
been called the exodus from continuing
say when Congress creates conditions
indueing the exodus?
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Mr. SPARKMAN. As a matter of fact,
the mayors of the big cities who have
appeared before our committee usually
have approved the idea. Usually there is
bound to be a spilling out into the sub-
urbs, where traffic congestion is a prob-
lem, and the alternative is to have a
community by itself.

Mr. LAUSCHE. But the fact is that the
big cities are crying because people are
moving out. They are begging the Gov-
ernment to create inducements to have
the people remain. The Federal Govern-
ment is giving them help to induce people
to stay there. But here the Federal Gov-
ernment is giving help to induce people
to move out. The two do not go hand in
hand, it seems to me. There seems to be
some conflict. Perhaps they are both de-
sirable.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired.

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I yield
such time out of my time as the Senator
from Alabama needs.
timl\alr. SPAREKMAN. I do not need any

e,

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I am pre-
pared to yield back my time.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield to me for one moment?

Mr. TOWER. I yield such time as he
may need to the Senator from Florida.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I would
like to call to the attention of the Sen-
ator from Ohio the purpose of title IV,
entitled “Guarantees for Financing New
Community Land Development,” as set
forth on page 83 of the bill. I shall read
two of those purposes, indicating how
broad this program is. The first defines
a new community as that which:

(1) contributes to the general better-
ment of living conditions through the im-
proved quality of community development
made possible by a consistent deslgn for
the provision of homes, commercial and
industrial facilitles, public and community
facilities, and open spaces.

All those things are to be guaranteed
contributions for these new communities.
That is the first.

No. 5 reads:

Enlarge housing and employment oppor-
tunities by increasing the range of housing
choice and providing new investment op-
portunities for industry and commerce.

So we see how far reaching this pro-
gram is. The guarantee program, and
the grant program that goes along with
it, reach very far into almost every type
of development, extending to open-

spaced development for new com-
munities.

I thank the Senator from Texas for
yvielding to me.

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I ask for
the yeas and nays on my amendment.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. TOWER. I yield back the balance
of my time, Mr. President.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the amendments
of the Senator from Texas. All time has
been yielded back. The yeas and nays
have been ordered, and the clerk will
call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I an-
nounce that the Senator from Nevada
[Mr. BisrLEl, the Senator from Hawaii
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[Mr. InouyE], and the Senator from Mis-
souri [Mr. Loncg], are absent on official
business.

I also announce that the Senator from
Idaho [Mr. CHURCHI, the Senator from
Pennsylvania [Mr. Crarx], the Senator
from Mississippi [Mr. Eastranpl, the
Senator from North Carolina [Mr. Er-
vin], the Senator from Oklahoma [Mr.
Harnr1s], the Senator from Indiana [Mr.
HarTKE[, the Senator from South Caro-
lina [Mr. Horrings], the Senator from
Massachusetts [Mr. KEnnepy], the Sen-
ator from New York [Mr. KENNEDY], the
Senator from Louisiana [Mr. Long], the
Senator from Minnesota [Mr. McCagr-
THY], the Senator from Wyoming [Mr.
McGee], the Senator from South Dakota
[Mr. McGoverN], the Senator from Min-
nesota [Mr. MonpaLE], the Senator from
New Mexico [Mr. MonTOoYAl, the Sena-
tor from Oregon [Mr. Morsel, the Sen-
ator from Wisconsin [Mr. NELson], the
Senator from Connecticut [Mr. Risi-
corrl, the Senator from Florida [Mr.
SmaTHERS], and the Senator from Mary-
land [Mr. Typines], are necessarily ab-
sent.

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from Massachusetts
[Mr. KenNeEDpY ], the Senator from New
York [Mr. KenneEny], and the Senator
from Maryland [Mr. Typmncs], would
each vote “nay.”

On this vote, the Senator from Missis-
sippi [Mr. Eastranp] is paired with the
Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. CLArk].
If present and voting, the Senator from
Mississippi would vote “yea” and the Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania would vote
t(nayl!!

On this vote, the Senator from North
Carolina [Mr. Ervin] is paired with the
Senator from Connecticut [Mr. Risi-
corrl. If present and voting, the Senator
from North Carolina would vote “yea’”
and the Senator from Connecticut would
vote “nay.”

On this vote, the Senator from Florida
[Mr. SmaTHERS] is paired with the Sena-
tor from Oregon [Mr. Morsgl. If present
and voting the Senator from Florida
would vote “yea” and the Senator from
Oregon would vote “nay.”

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I announce that
the Senator from Utah [Mr. BENNETT],
the Senator from Kansas [Mr. CARLSON],
the Senators from EKentucky [Mr. Coo-
PER and Mr. MorTON], the Senator from
Nebraska [Mr. CurTtisl, the Senator
from Illinois [Mr. DirkseEN], the Senator
from Arizona [Mr. Fanyvin], the Senator
from Hawaii [Mr. Fong], the Senator
from Oregon [Mr. HarFieLp]l, the Sena-
tor from New York [Mr. Javirsl, and
the Senators from California [Mr. Kvu-
cHEL and Mr, MURrPHY] are necessarily
absent.

If present and voting, the Senator
from Nebraska [Mr. Curtis], the Sena-
tor from Arizona [Mr. Fannin], and the
Senators from California [Mr. KucHEL
and Mr. MurpHY] would each vote “yea.”

On this vote, the Senator from Utah
[Mr. BENNETT] is paired with the Sena-
tor from Oregon [Mr. HaTtrieLpl, If
present and voting, the Senator from
Utah would vote “yea” and the Senator
from Oregon would vote “nay.”

On this vote, the Senator from Illi-
nois [Mr. Dirgsen] is paired with the
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Senator from New York [Mr. Javrtsl.
If present and voting, the Senator from
Illinois would vote “yea” and the Sena-

tor from New York would vote “nay.”
The result was announced—yeas 27,
nays 38, as follows:

[No. 162 Leg.]
YEAS—27
Allott Hansen Monroney
Baker Hickenlooper Mundt
Bartlett Holland Russell
Boggs Hruska Stennis
Byrd, Va. Jordan, N.C. Talmadge
Cotton Jordan, Idaho Thurmond
Dodd Lausche Tower
Dominick McClellan Williams, Del.
Ellender Miller Young, N. Dak,
NAYS—38
Alken Hart Percy
Anderson Hayden Prouty
Bayh Hill Proxmire
Brewster Jackson Randolph
Brooke Magnuson Scott
Burdick Mansfield Smith
Byrd, W. Va. McIntyre Sparkman
Cannon Metcalfl Spong
Case Moss Symington
Fulbright Muskie Williams, N.J.
Gore Pastore Yarborough
Griffin Pearson Young, Ohlo
Gruening Pell
NOT VOTING—35
Bennett Harrls McGee
Bible Hartke McGovern
Carlson Hatfield Mondale
Church Hollings Montoya
Clark Inouye Morse
Cooper Javits Morton
Curtis Eennedy, Mass. Murphy
Dirksen Kennedy, N.Y. Nelson
Eastland Euchel Ribicoff
Ervin Long, Mo. Bmathers
Fannin Long, La. Tydings
Fong McCarthy
So Mr. Tower’s amendment (No, 829)
was rejected.

Mr, SPARKMAN. Mr. President, I
move to reconsider the vote by which the
amendment was rejected.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
move to lay that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I send
an amendment to the desk and ask that
it be stated.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The amendment will be stated.

The assistant legislative clerk read as
follows:

On page 197, beginning with *“the” in
line 20, strike out all through “year” in line
3, on page 198, and insert the following:
“(A) the State, or a government corporation
or fund established pursuant to State law,
will reimburse the Corporation, in an
amount up to 5 per centum of the aggregate
property insurance premiums earned in that
State during the preceding calendar year on
those lines of insurance reinsured by the
Corporation in such areas during that year,
and (B) each municipality of that State
will reimburse the Corporation, in an
amount up to 5 per centum of the aggregate
property insurance premiums earned in that

municipality during the preceding calendar
year on those lines of insurance reinsured

by the Corporation in that municipality
during that year’.
TNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield without losing his right
to the floor?

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Will the Senator suspend while we
have order? Let there be order in the
Chamber,
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The Senator may proceed.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that there be a time
limitation of 1 hour on the pending
amendment, the time to be equally di-
vided between the distinguished Senator
from Georgia [Mr. RusserL] and the
distinguished Senator from Alabama
[Mr. SPARKMAN].

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore, Is there objection? The Chair hears
none, and it is so ordered.

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, among
the new agencies created in the pending
bill is the National Insurance Develop-
ment Corporation, which is an organiza-
tion to reinsure the policies of the insur-
ance companies in areas where the insur-
ance costs are particularly high due to
rioting and civil disorders.

The purpose of the pending amend-
ment is to make the cities a party to this
matter, as well as the States. Under the
language in the pending bill, it is stated
that the States are compelled to put
up a sum equal to 5 percent of the insur-
ance premiums of that type that are paid
within the State. There is no obligation
on the cities.

“Mr. President, under our system, the
primary law enforcement duty is on the
cities. And it seems to me that they cer-
tainly should have a responsibility at
least commensurate to the States.

It would be to the advantage of the
cities in some cases to say, “Burn, baby,
burn,” and let the ghetto areas of the
city be consumed, because they would
have no responsibility whatever in con-
nection with the insurance payments
that would ensue as a result of such
destruction, but the State would have a
responsibility.

The people who live in the States but
not within the cities would have to con-
tribute to this fund. They would have to
contribute to it in two ways—Afirst,
through the State, and second, they
would have a potential liability through
the power that is given this new cor-
poration to borrow from the Federal
Treasury.

It seems to me that since the primary
duty to enforce law and order is with the
city, the least we could do would be to
call on the cities to put up 5 percent of
the amount of the premiums on this par-
ticular type of insurance, which is not
clearly defined in the bill, but which will
be subject to negotiation between the
new corporation and the insurance com-
panies. They should likewise contribute
5 percent. Only in that way will they feel
an equal responsibility for preserving law
and order, for preventing the burning of
buildings in these high-cost insurance
areas,

It could be to their advantage that
these buildings burn, because their peo-
ple would not only collect the insurance,
but they would also immediately be in a
position to file application for urban re-
newal, slum clearance, and other Federal
assistance available in matters of this
kind.

Mr. President, it seems inescapable to
me that the cities should be a party to
the program. And for that reason I have
prepared and offered the pending
amendment.
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Under the pending bill as reported by
the committee, the State must contribute
5 percent of the amount of the premiums
of insurance of this type throughout the
entire State. That means a contribution
on the part of some who could not pos-
sibly benefit from the payment of the in-
surance. Because many areas have little
or no likelihood of riots.

It seems to me that the least we could
do would be to say that those within the
cities who will benefit from the existence
of this reinsurance and the payment of
the insurance in the event of destruction
of property during civil disorders should
likewise put up 5 percent.

That is all that the pending amend-
ment proposes to do.

Mr. CANNON. Mr, President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield.

Mr., CANNON. Mr. President, does the
Senator mean to substitute the cities for
the States?

Mr. RUSSELL. No, I do not. I leave the
States in, but I would add the cities in
addition.

We ought to do something to relieve
part of the burden that is sought to be
placed on the Federal Government. That
is a very minor contribution to the ob-
ligation that the Federal Government is
assuming on this total reinsurance pro-
gram. To have 5 percent contribution
from the State and then 5 percent con-
tribution from within the city itself
which would, of course, be much less than
the 5 percent contribution that is already
required of the State under the pend-
ing bill as reported by the committee,
seems to me to be imminently reasonable.

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield.

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President is the
pending amendment meant to apply to
cities of a certain size or certain popula-
tion or to any subdivision that exists
within a city form of government?

Mr. RUSSELL. In my opinion it would
apply to any municipality which held a
charter from the State in which the
municipality is located.

That is much more definite than some
of the other provisions of the title which
leave the whole problem of fixing the
amount of the payments and the respon-
sibility to future contracts between the
corporation, which is within HUD, and
the insurance companies.

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator.

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I reserve
the remainder of my time.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, I
wonder if the Senator from Georgia
would follow his amendment with me
and if he would be willing to accept this
modification:

In line 3, strike out “(A) "—

So that it would then read:

The State or a government corporation or
a fund established pursuant to State law—

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Chair and the clerk cannot
hear the Senator. The Senate will be in
order.

The Senator may proceed.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, I
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wonder if the Senator from Georgia
would be willing to accept the following
modification:

In line 3, strike out “(A)"—

So that the amendment would then
read:

The State, or a Government corporation

or fund established pursuant to State
law . ...

Then, dropping down to near the bot-
tom:

Strike out “(B) "—

So that it will then read:

Each municipality of that State will re-
imburse the Corporation, in an aggregate
amount up to b6 per centum of the aggregate
property insurance premiums earned in that
State during the preceding calendar year on
those lines of insurance reinsured by the
Corporation in that municipality during that
year.

I think that ties in the municipalities
in that State.

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr, President, I know
that I am dealing with an expert in this
matter—the distinguished manager of
the bill. I had an opportunity to read the
bill only casually Saturday and yester-
day. However, that could have the effect
of materially reducing the contribution
of the State and of the municipality to
this reinsurance liability fund.

I do not think that 5 percent from the
State and 5 percent from the municipal-
ity—which, of course, will be much less
than the 5 percent from the State in
total, because there will be a good deal of
this insurance in areas that are not in-
corporated—is too much to expect. It
does not seem that that is too much to
ask of people who have the primary ob-
ligation for preserving law and order and
those who will be the beneficiary of 100
percent of whatever payments are made
out of the fund.

Mr. SPARKMAN. The percentage is
not changed. It is the same.

Mr. RUSSELL. I understand. But the
Senator is merging the liability of the
State into that of the municipalities.

Mr. SPARKMAN. In the amendment
of the Senator it is 5 percent of the ag-
gregate property insurance in the State
and in the city. In the proposal I have
offered, it is 5 percent of the aggregate
property insurance to be raised by the
State and the city. The amendment I
offered brings in both the State and the
cities, but they work together to decide
how it should be distributed between the
two.

Mr. RUSSELL. It seems to me that
that is another vagueness that is in-
serted into the proposed legislation. It is
already replete with vagueness. To have
the States and the cities get together and
agree on what they are going to con-
tribute, this rather pathetic 5 per-
cent——

Mr. SPARKMAN. The 5 percent is the
same as the Senator proposes.

Mr. RUSSELL. But I propose 5 percent
from the State and an additional 5 per-
cent from the cities—10 percent in all.
There is a good deal of difference in that
and in a 5 percent that is overall, that
will be divided up in liability as between
the State and the municipalities.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I
should like to ask a question.




15124

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Does the Senator from Alabama
yield to the Senator from Louisiana?

Mr. SPARKMAN. I do not wish all my
time consumed.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro ftem-
pore. The Senator from Alabama has the
floor.

Mr. SPARKMAN. How much time does
the Senator from Louisiana desire?

Mr. ELLENDER. I should like 1 min-
ute.

Mr. SPARKMAN. I yield 2 minutes to
the Senator from Louisiana.

Mr. ELLENDER. With respect to 5
percent from the State and 5 percent
from the cities, does that mean the
cities will put up 10 percent and the
State 5 percent?

Mr. SPARKMAN. Not under my pro-
vision.

Mr. ELLENDER. I mean under the
amendment of the Senator from Georgia.
The cities would have to put up 10 per-
cent and the State 5 percent?

Mr. RUSSELL, No. It would be 10 per-
cent, but 5 percent would come from the
State and 5 percent from the muniecipal-
ities. 7

Mr. SPARKMAN. I wonder whether
this though should be explored: that the
people who are going to support the state-
wide premium are likewise the people
who are going to support the citywide
premium.

Mr. RUSSELL. That is partially cor-
rect. How about the Federal taxpayer?
How about the people of these States
who are not able to participate in those
programs at all because they do not have
riots.

Mr. SPARKMAN. The Senator’s
amendment relates only to distribution
within individual States.

Mr. RUSSELL. That is correct.

Mr. SPARKMAN. That does not affect
the Federal contribution at all.

Mr. RUSSELL. It helps to ease the Fed-
eral burden, because it increases the con-
tribution of participants other than the
Federal Government.

Mr. SPARKMAN. It does not become
an additional amount so far as this is
concerned.

Mr. RUSSELL. Oh, yes. It would be
more under this amendment.

Mr. SPARKMAN. But it would be the
same all over the country.

Mr. RUSSELL. The Senator is in ef-
fect going to tax every person, every-
where, to get this fund; and he is saying
that within the States that enter into
the fund, they shall pay 5 percent of the
premiums that were paid on similar type
property in the year before—on this so-
called riot property.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr, President, will the
Senator yield me 2 minutes?

Mr. SPARKEMAN. I yield 2 minutes
to the Senator from Rhode Island.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I am
very much in sympathy with what the
Senator from Georgia is trying to ac-
complish, but, to be realistic about the
problem, many of our cities are in finan-
cial trouble. The only place they can go
to raise taxes is to the homeowner. And
real estate taxes today have reached the
point at which it is almost prohibitive to
own a house in many cities.
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A short time ago—this is where we are
becoming quite inconsistent—there was
a tremendous movement on the floor of
the Senate, during consideration of the
Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets
Act of 1968, for bloc grants. It was
argued at that time that the State should
have the authority, because only the
State can call out the National Guard
and the State can enforce the law. If
we want a 10-percent contribution, let
us look to the State and let the State
work it out, as the Senator from Ala-
bama has suggested. The cities are al-
ready troubled, because they do not have
sufficient money to pay teachers, fire-
men, and policemen—so much so that
we passed this past week a bill to help
them, so that they could raise the sal-
aries of their policemen.

Now we say the cities have to come
up with a 5-percent guarantee. I am
afraid that is too much a burden for the
cities to bear.

If 10 percent should be the minimum
that the States and the cities should
contribute, then I say we should look to
the States and let the States work it out
with the cities.

I believe this amendment will be add-
ing insult to injury. Only a short time
ago we said, “Let us have bloc grants,
because the State is responsible, the
State can call out the militia, the State
can guarantee protection. So let the State
get the money.”

When it comes to pay out then we say
let us look to the city; when it comes to
give grants, look to the State. I believe we
are being inconsistent.

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. SPARKMAN. I yield.

Mr. ANDERSON. Has this proposal
been submitted to a rating bureau?

Mr. SPARKMAN. This was worked out
with the insurance industry and with
the various State insurance authorities,
represented by the National Association
of Insurance Commissioners.

Mr. ANDERSON. It has been approved
by the insurance companies?

Mr. SPARKMAN. I do not mean the
amendment I propose, but the provision
contained in the bill.

Mr. ANDERSON. I invite the attention
of the Senator from Georgia to the fact
that 10 percent is a large insurance
premium.

Mr, RUSSELL. I do not know what the
Senator is referring to, but this is 10
percent of the insurance policies that are
pald on the high-risk insurance in areas
which are likely to have riots and civil
disorders.

The Senator from New Mexico knows
so much more about insurance than I do
that I hesitate even to mention the word
“insurance” in his presence.

But this is not a gigantic sum. In some
cities it will hardly amount to anything;
in others, it may be a substantial sum.

But the cities have the right to levy
taxes on insurance premiums. They have
a right to levy taxes on people who ac-
quire insurance. And these people are
going to be the beneficlaries of this in-
surance. It seems to me that they should
contribute something.

Mention has been made of people in
bad financial condition. Look at the na-
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tional debt of this country and the bil-
lions of dollars that we owe. I think it is
about time that we commiserate a little
with the Federal Government and the
people of the United States. They also
have considerable financial problems
which are rapidly increasing.

Mr. SPARKMAN. I will say this to the
Senator from Georgia: If he will accept
the proposal I have offered, I will accept
his amendment.

Mr. RUSSELL. I am not sure I under-
stand the Senator’s proposal. I know it is
going to reduce the contributions that
are to be made locally to this fund. I am
not in favor of putting the Federal Gov-
ernment into the insurance business. I
think we have enough corporations and
agencies of the Federal Government al-
ready. But if this is going to be done, and
this bill does, and it puts an obligation on
the States, I say that the city and the
municipal authorities are primarily re-
sponsible for the preservation of law and
order; and we ought not dangle before
them the prospect of a benefit or a sub-
sidy by not utilizing all their power to
enforce law and order in the community.
Unless we put some responsibility on the
cities, they have no feeling of obligation
whatever to assert law and order and to
preserve it within the city, insofar as this
proposal is concerned.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, I say
this to the Senator from Georgia: The
State has the right, under this proposal,
to arrange with the municipalities a
share of the financial responsibility to be
borne by them. In other words, nothing
in the proposal says that the State shall
pay so much and the municipalities so
much. The arrangement would be worked
out between them.

Mr. RUSSELL. As to the 5 percent?

Mr, SPARKMAN. Yes. After all, the
State is the supreme power within the
State.

I believe this is a direction to the State
to see that the municipalities share this
financial burden. I see no reason why we
cannot trust the States and the munici-
palities to work this matter out among
themselves. Talk about the burden of the
debt—I am under the impression that of
all the subdivisions of government, the
cities in this country are most heavily
under debt.

Mr. RUSSELL. If you look at the per
capita indebtedness figures, you will find
that the Federal Government has a much
larger obligation than the cities of this
country. I do not think there is any
doubt about that. It is a large obligation
of the total Federal debt, per capita, of
the people of the United States. When
you assess against a city, you say that
those who will be the beneficiaries should
at rieast accept this very insignificant
part.

This 5 percent does not mean 5 percent
of what they are going to pay out. It
means 5 percent of the premiums paid
in on the preceding year. It does mean
it will be 5 percent of what will be paid
out, It will not amount to anything like
that if there is a serious disorder. It says
that the city has the obligation to pre-
serve law and order.

Mr. SPARKMAN. What happens in a
metropolitan area such as the area of
Miami and the great metro that is there?
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Mr. RUSSELL. Miami is divided into
municipalities and each of them would
be a separate organization. Some of
them would contribute practically noth-
ing because there would be none of this
type of insurance that would have been
issued

Mr. SPARKEMAN. And the loss would
not have been sustained in that par-
ticular area.

Mr. RUSSELL. That is right. It only
serves those where the payments are
made on the insurance, or where this
insurance is written.

Most of the cities of the United States
would not be responsible for it under my
proposition; it is only those likely to have
civil disorders that would result in great
loss or destruction.

Mr. SPARKMAN. I wish to ask the
Senator one other question. Take the
situation across the river in Arlington,
which is not a city, but a county. Would
“municipality” cover that?
tha]v{r. RUSSELL. I am not sure as to

Mr. SPAREMAN. There are other
areas. There is Silver Spring, Md., which
is not incorporated.
t.hhir. RUSSELL. I am not so sure about

at.

Mr. SPAREMAN. Fairfax County has
no muniecipality.

Mr. RUSSELL. I am not sure about
Silver Spring, Md. not being incor-
porated.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Yes. I believe it is
the second largest city in Maryland and
it is not incorporated.

Mr. RUSSELL. Certainly, that does no
more violence to justice than the Sena-
tor’s original language.

There are a number of States whose
constitutions prohibit them from mak-
ing contributions of any kind to a private
fund such as this. They cannot get in on
this scheme of things at all, but they will
have to pay their part of the 5 percent
the Senator assesses of any excess losses
incurred by the corporation?

Mr. SPARKMAN. And that would have
to be done under the Senator’s proposal.

Mr. RUSSELL. That is right, so there
is no less justice in my proposal and
much more justice than in the Senator’s
original committee language.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. RUSSELL. On my amendment, I
ask for the yeas and nays, Mr. President.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield back the re-
mainder of my time.

Mr. SPAREKEMAN. I yield back the re-
mainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr, WiL-
L1amMs of New Jersey in the chair). All
time having been yielded back, the ques-
tion is on agreeing to the amendment
of the Senator from Georgia. On this
question, the yeas and nays have been
ordered, and the clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I an-
nounce that the Senator from Nevada
[Mr. BieLel, the Senator from Hawalil
[Mr. InoUYE], the Senator from Missouri
[Mr. Long], and the Senator from Ohio
[Mr. Younc] are absent on official busi-
ness.
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I also announce that the Senator from
Idaho [Mr. CuurcH], the Senator from
Pennsylvania [Mr. CLArk], the Senator
from Connecticut [Mr. Doppl, the Sena-
tor from Mississippi [Mr. EasTLAND], the
Senator from North Carolina [Mr.
Ervin], the Senator from Arkansas [Mr.
FuLsricHT], the Senator from Oklahoma
[Mr. Harris], the Senator from Indiana
[Mr. HarTKE], the Senator from South
Carolina [Mr. Horringsl, the Senator
from Massachusetts [Mr. KENNEDY], the
Senator from New York [Mr. KENNEDY],
the Senator from Ohio [Mr. LauscHE],
the Senator from Louisiana [Mr. Loxe],
the Senator from Minnesota [Mr, Mc-
CarTHY], the Senator from Arkansas
[Mr. McCLeLLAN], the Senator from
Wyoming [Mr. McGeel, the Senator
from South Dakota [Mr. McGoOVERNI,
the Senator from Minnesota [Mr. MonN-
paLE], the Senator from New Mexico
[Mr. MonToYAl, the Senator from Ore-
gon [Mr. Morse], the Senator from Wis-
consin [Mr. NerLson], the Senator from
Connecticut [Mr. Risicorr], the Senator
from Florida [Mr. SmaTHERS], and the
Senator from Maryland [Mr. TypinNGs]
are necessarily absent.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from Massachu-
setts [Mr. KenneEDpY], the Senator from
New York [Mr. KeNNeDY], and the Sena-
tor from Maryland [Mr. Typings] would
each vote “nay.”

On this vote, the Senator from Missis-
sippi [Mr. EasTranp] is paired with the
Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr, CLARK].
If present and voting, the Senator from
Mississippi would vote “yea,” and the
Senator from Pennsylvania would vote
unay_u

On this vote, the Senator from Florida
[Mr. SmaTrERS] is paired with the Sen-
ator from Oregon [Mr. Morsgl. If pres-
ent and voting, the Senator from Florida
would vote “yea,” and the Senator from
Oregon would vote “nay.”

On this vote, the Senator from North
Carolina [Mr. Ervin] is paired with the
Senator from Connecticut [Mr. Risi-
corr]. If present and voting, the Senator
from North Carolina would vote ‘“yea,”
and the Senator from Connecticut would
vote “nay.”

Mr. HICKENIOOPER. I announce
that the Senator from Utah [Mr. BEN-
NETT], the Senator from Kansas [Mr.
CarLsonN], the Senators from Kentucky
[Mr. CooPEr and Mr. MorToN]1, the Sen-
ator from Nebraska [Mr. Currtisl, the
Senator from Illinois [Mr. DIresen], the
Senator from Arizona [Mr. Fannin], the
Senator from Hawall [Mr. Fowncl, the
Senator from Oregon [Mr, HATFIELD],
the Senator from New York [Mr. JaviTs],
and the Senators from California [Mr.
KucHEL and Mr. MURPHY ] are necessarily
absent.

On this vote, the Senator from Utah
[Mr. BENNETT] is paired with the Senator
from California [Mr. KucHEL]. If pres-
ent and voting, the Senator from Utah
would vote “yea,” and the Senator from
California would vote “nay.”

On this vote, the Senator from Nebras-
ka [Mr. CurTis] is paired with the Sena-
tor from Oregon [Mr. Hartrierpl. If
present and voting, the Senator from
Nebraska would vote “yea,” and the Sen-
ator from Oregon would vote “nay.”
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On this vote the Senator from Arizona
[Mr, Fanynin] is paired with the Senator
from California [Mr. MurpHY]. If pres-
ent and voting, the Senator from Arizona
would vote “yea,” and the Senator from
California would vote “nay.”

If present and voting, the Senator from
New York [Mr. Javits] would vote “nay.”

The result was announced—yeas 25,
nays 35, as follows:

[No. 163 Leg.]
YEAS—25
Bartlett Hill Spong
Byrd, Va. Holland Stennis
Byrd, W. Va. Hruska Talmadge
Cannon Jordan, N.C. Thurmond
Cotton Jordan, Idaho Tower
Gore Miller Williams, Del.
Hansen Monroney Young, N. Dak.
Hayden Mundt
Hickenlooper Russell
NAYS—35
Alken Griffin Pell
Allott Gruening Percy
Anderson Hart Prouty
Baker Jackson Proxmire
Bayh Magnuson Randolph
Boggs Mansfield Scott
Brewster MclIntyre Smith
Brooke Metecalf Sparkman
Burdick Moss Symington
Case Muskie Williams, N.J.
Dominick Pastore Yarborough
Ellender Pearson
NOT VOTING—40
Bennett Harris McGee
Bible Hartke McGovern
Carlson Hatfield Mondale
Church Hollings Montoya
Clark Inouye Morse
Cooper Javits Morton
Curtis Kennedy, Mass. Murphy
Dirksen Kennedy, N.¥. Nelson
Dodd Euchel Ribicoff
Eastland Lausche Smathers
Ervin Long, Mo. Tydings
Fannin Long, La Young, Ohio
Fong McCarthy
Fulbright McClellan
So Mr. RusseLL’s amendment was re-
jected.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, I
move that the vote by which the amend-
ment was rejected be reconsidered.

Mr., PASTORE. Mr. President, I move
that the motion to reconsider be laid on
the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I send
to the desk an amendment and ask that
it be stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The Bmn CLERk. On page 213, it is
proposed, strike out lines 9 through 14
and renumber the sections accordingly.

TUNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr, President, I ask
unanimous consent that there be a time
limitation of 1 hour on this amendment
with the time to be equally divided, 30
minutes to the Senator from Georgia
[Mr. RusserL] and 30 minutes to the
Senator from Wisconsin [Mr, PROXMIRE].

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Montana? The Chair hears none,
and it is so ordered.

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I think
I sense the attitude of the Senate, but in
good conscience I cannot refrain from
offering the amendment which I am
proposing.

The bill proposes to open up the Fed-
eral Disaster Assistance Act—which has
stood us in good stead for a long time—
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for payments of grants for damage
wrought by civil disobedience, by riots,
and civil disorders generally.

This natural disaster act has been used
in time of flood, in time of hurricane, and
has always been applied to disasters
caused by natural forces—what might
be called acts of God.

Now we propose to open up the Dis-
aster Act to make grants to cities to take
care of destruction wrought by civil dis-
orders and civil disobedience. We have
opened up a number of other funds for
that purpose; namely, the Small Busi-
ness Administration, and two sections
of the Housing Act which have been
amended in the same bill, to make pay-
ments for damages due to civil disorders
and riots.

It seems to me, in good conscience,
that we should not open up the Disaster
Act, which provides for payments for
visitations of natural origin, such as
earthquakes in Alaska, hurricanes in
New England, and floods in Florida, and
say, “Go and have a big time, boys. Burn
it down. Here is the Federal Disaster
Assistance Act. We have opened it up.
We can now make grants to you to make
it good.”

Mr. President, I want a record vote
on this amendment and therefore ask for
the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. RUSSELL, Mr. President, I reserve
the remainder of my time.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, this
is a section of the bill which the com-
mittee added bhecause it feels very
strongly that the Federal Government
should regard the riots we have had this
yvear and last year as disasters and be-
cause our cities are being placed in an
impossible situation unless some kind of
significant Federal assistance can be
made available to them.

The bill has two sections to help the
cities: namely, to help city facilities and
also to help homeowners, small business-
men, and others, whose property has
been destroyed.

So far as the cities are concerned, the
bill provides that, if the President should
determine—and the bill permits him to
determine—that a disaster has taken
place according to his definition, then
Federal funds would be used to provide
replacement of public facilities, for
debris clearance, and for temporary
shelters and housing.

Mr. President, the Office of Emergency
Planning indicates their experience is
that they always require the city or area
to contribute a reasonable amount. They
do it on a sliding scale, in accordance
with what the particular disaster area
can afford. Under current regulations,
the State must certify that it and loecal
communities within the State have spent
a certain amount of their own funds for
the current disaster and for all disasters
in the preceding 12 months. For States
such as New York and California, this
figure is set at $5 million. For the small-
est States, it is set at $350,000. Federal
assistance cannot be provided without
such a certification.

I think we have to recognize that a
part of the assistance provided by the
committee provision that is for private
persons would be loans repayable with
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interest. It would be 3-percent interest,
it is true, but the small homeowner or
the small businessman would be desper-
ately in need. A riot means misery and
loss of life. The Federal Government
provides loans, not gifts, repayable in
full, as I have said.

It might be argued that with the in-
surance coverage, loans will not be
needed. However, loans would still be
necessary, because, in the case of a small
business which is put out of business for
3 or 4 months—which is the case when
riots take place—it takes that long to
rebuild. Drive down Seventh Street or
14th Street in Washington and one can
estimate how long these people are going
to be out of business. When they have a
loss of the business and of their work-
ing capital, it is going to take a loan in
order to put them back on their feet. It
will not be enough simply to have an in-
surance company replace their inventory
or equipment or plant. They will have
lost money for the time their business
has been closed down. This provision
would enable them, if the SBA Admin-
istrator declared a disaster, to borrow
money and repay it.

The Kerner Commission, which was
composed of both Republicans and Dem-
ocrats, and of people from all sections
of the country, unanimously recom-
mended this provision. The committee
has informally checked with the various
Federal agencies in this provision. No ob-
jections to this provision by any Fed-
eral agency have been received by the
committee.

It seems to me that if we are going
to do something, in a modest way, to
try to have the Federal Government help
in riot circumstances, this provision
ought to stay in the bill.

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, not only
have Senators just voted to levy heavy
taxes on people who may not live any-
where near these areas and pay for this
insurance, but this bill specifically opens
up the Small Business Act, by inserting
the words “riot or civil disorder” into it,
so that the Small Business Administra-
tion will be applicable in the case of
riots. Not only that, but you open up
section 101 of the Housing and Urban
Development Act by striking out the
word “natural,” and thereby make it ap-
plicable for all these riots and disorders.

Section 111 of the Housing Act of 1949
is amended by inserting “riot or ecivil
disorder,” before “or other catastrophe.”

So you are creating a tremendous field
here to take care of these riots and civil
disorders already. You impose taxes on
people who are not likely to have any
riots or civil disorders to pay for all these
disorders through these other agencies.

It seems to me we ought to keep our
hands off the natural disaster assistance
program and not get involved in these
kinds of riots and civil disorders.

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a question?

Mr, RUSSELL. I yield.

Mr. TOWER. As I understand the Sen-
ator’s amendment, it addresses itself only
to the natural disaster program and does
not affect these others?

Mr. RUSSELL. These others are writ-
ten into the law. This amendment does
not affect those at all.
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Mr. TOWER. So there is plenty avail-
able to them.

Mr. RUSSELL. There is plenty avail-
able to them through other channels.
This provision can only be an induce-
ment for more riots and disorders. If
that is what you want, go ahead and
open this up. Make grants and low-in-
terest loans available.

I looked through the hearings, and I
did not find any testimony taken by the
committee at all on this provision. It may
be in there, but I was unable to find it
in there. I also called the Office of Emer-
gency Planning, and they said their views
had not been solicited by the committee.
They further said that this act had been
used heretofore only to undertake to ex-
tend aid in the case of natural disaster.

You have opened up four new fields
already to permit the Federal Govern-
ment to extend financial aid in the case
of riots and disorders, We passed the Na-
tural Disaster Act to take care of hur-
ricanes, floods, and so forth. I do not
think we should apply it to riots and
disorders. The natural disaster program
never had a large fund in it, and you
exhaust it, pay it out, and have a great
natural disaster, and Congress will have
to be called back into session or other
drastic action will have to be taken to
extend any assistance in that event.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield.

Mr. HOLLAND. I call to the attention
of the distinguished Senator from Geor-
gia a fact which he well knows, and I
want to recall it now. It is that the Com-
mittee on Agriculture and Forestry and
the body of the Senate several times have
refused to extend to the farming com-
munity of this country, under the dis-
aster loans made by the Farmers Home
Administration, small interest loans
which are the help they would get by
including market difficulties with natural
disasters. We have declined to step up
that natural disaster area in that field,
which is certainly as distressed a field
to communities of farm people as this
is to the people of the cities.

I hope we will follow the same philos-
ophy, because the mercy of this country
as established through this type of legis-
lation is not to cover manmade difficul-
ties, but to cover difficulties brought on
by nature itself.

I hope the Senator’s amendment will
prevail.

Mr. RUSSELL. I have little hope that
it will. The most important thing seems
to be to extend help to people whose
businesses or homes are destroyed by
riots and disorders that in many cases
could have been prevented and should
have been prevented. I hope to keep this
program reserved to what it was enacted
for, when this Nation was a more rev-
erent nation than it is today—disasters
caused by acts of providence, Now, of
course, the effort is to go ahead and turn
it over to those caused by riots and civil
disorders.

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield to me some time?

Mr. PROXMIRE. How much time does
the Senator wish?

Mr. BAYH. Do we have 5 minutes?

Mr. PROXMIRE. I yield 5 minutes to
the Senator.
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Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, I am re-
luctant to impose myself into the debate
concerning housing legislation, inasmuch
as I do not consider myself an expert in
this matter; but following the tornado
which hit the Midwest in 1965, I, to-
gether with others of us who come from
Midwestern States, drafted the latest re-
vision of the Natural Disaster Act which
is on the books, which was finally passed
in 1966, and which, in my judgment, is
very inadequate, because the House took
out what we passed in the Senate with-
out a dissenting vote.

To try to patch up the act, we intro-
duced S. 438, which is on the Calendar
now. That is the only reason why I got
involved in this discusison on housing. I
personally have given a tremendous
amount of thought to what to do to help
our citizens in the event they are con-
fronted with such a disaster.

I have taken a very dim view of the
relative merits of rushing to the assist-
ance of citizens of foreign countries when
they are confronted with disasters, and
not doing more than we do now to help
our own citizens. I hope the provisions
of S. 438 will become part of the law.

I have thought about the problem pre-
sented by the distinguished Senator from
Georgia. This is a new type of disaster,
but the thing that appeals to me about
it as a proper subject for disaster relief—
we held hearings on the subject in the
Committee on Public Works, at which
some of these questions were raised, and
the Senator from Michigan [Mr. HarT]
was there, right after the Detroit con-
flagration—is that the great majority of
the people affected by these riots are not
implicated in them in any way except
presence; they are innocent bystanders,
swept along by this fire started by a few.

I would be very much in favor cf the
Senator from Georgia or any other Sen-
ator offering an amendment that nobody
who was implicated in a riot could take
advantage of the disaster provisions. I
think such an amendment would be well
taken. I state to the Senator from Wis-
consin that, if he or the Senator from
Georgia do not wish to do so in the event
this one fails, I should like to offer such
an amendment.

The thing that appeals to me about
the justice in so limiting the disaster pro-
visions is that now someone can start a
fire in his own neighborhood, and if it
gets out of hand and becomes a national
disaster, he can take advantage of that
fact. On the other hand, if the amend-
ment of the Senator from Georgia were
adopted, we would be saying to innocent
citizens, stricken just as devastatingly as
if they had been victims of a tornado,
“We cannot help you.”

The only limitation would be that the
disaster would have to be large enough
that the President of the United States
would trigger those provisions. If it is
not, then this coverage is not afforded.

I feel we should leave the provision on
the disaster provisions in the bill, be-
cause of the innocent people affected; but
if one with such limited seniority and
experience as I might have the temerity
to suggest a change in the wording of the
amendment of the Senator from Geor-
gia—for whom I have the greatest re-
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spect—I suggest that the emphasis
should be designed to get at those who
start the riots, and prevent them from
benefiting from the consequences of their
own acts.

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield 3 minutes to the
Senator from Texas.

Mr. TOWER. The only trouble with the
proposal of the Senator from Indiana—
and I certainly agree that people who in-
cite riots should not benefit from any
Federal programs aimed at relief of the
vietims of rioting, arson, and looting—
is that some of our cities are also impli-
cated here.

I think that where the police depart-
ment of a great city like Washington,
D.C., is reduced to the function of direct-
ing traffic for the looters, standing idly
by while they go about their work, be-
cause of the law enforcement policy of
that city, then that city has implicated
itself also. I think we have to say to the
cities, “We cannot help you out of this
fund unless you insist on adequate law
enforcement, and not inordinate re-
straint, on the part of your police
department.”

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I
yield myself 3 minutes.

I am sure that everyone in this room
realizes that no city wants a riot. It is
inconceivable that any mayor, any
policeman, or any public official in any
city, regardless of how exalted or humble
his position, would want a riot. None of
us wants riots; we all know that. I think
it is insulting even to suggest that any
official would want such a thing. We all
want to prevent them.

There are different views on how riots
should be prevented. We could debate
that at great length. We do know, how-
ever, that when riots take place, they are
catastrophic to the city and innocent
people are involved. The loss can be
enormous and overwhelming.

Mr. President, I wish to stress, in reply
to the Senator from Indiana, that sec-
tion 1107(a) of the bill provides grant
aid only to communities, not to any
individual. The only individual who could
benefit, from being able to borrow money
and repay it, is one whose home has been
burned down. There are other sections
of the law which, as the Senator from
Georgia properly pointed out, which are
triggered by a Presidential declaration of
a disaster under the Federal Disaster
Act. One is section III by the Housing
Act of 1949 which gives priority to vie-
tims of declared disasters to relocate in
urban renewal areas.

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr, PROXMIRE. In just a moment.

The other is section 203(h) of the Na-
tional Housing Act which provides 100
percent FHA mortgage insurance to vic-
tims of areas declared by the President
as disaster areas. In addition Section
101(e) (2) (E) of the Housing and Urban
Development Act of 1965 is triggered by
an SBA declared disaster. This affords
vietims eligibility under rent supple-
ments, provided income and other re-
quirements are otherwise met.

‘'These three sections are triggered by
declared disasters. It does not open up
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Government programs in any big, broad,
comprehensive way; it simply provides
those limited benefits to the victims.

Incidentally, I believe the committee
would be happy to accept any kind of
amendment which provided that anybody
who took a deliberate part in a riot would
not be able to obtain any benefit from it.
I see no objection to that.

I rield to the Senator from Indiana.

Mr. BAYH. The Senator from Wiscon-
sin answered the question I had in mind,
which is that the SBA and the FHA do
provide loan provisions for individual
citizens. Therefore, I think if we are
going to permit riot disasters to be
covered, anyone apprehended in viola-
tion of the law during the riot should be
denied the opportunity to take advan-
tage of it.

Mr. PROXMIRE. We will be happy to
work with the Senator from Indiana; I
am sure the committee will agree to an
amendment to that effect, and take that
language to conference.

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Wisconsin yield?

Mr. PROXMIRE. I am happy to yield.

Mr. DOMINICK. I merely wish to find
out some facts and figures to help me
make my decision.

How much do we have authorized and
appropriated in the disaster fund, does
any citizen know?

Mr. PROXMIRE, I understand it has
been in excess of several hundreds of
millions of dollars since 1950, over the life
of the program.

Mr, DOMINICK. Over the life of the
program, and, therefore, the funds avail-
able?

Mr. RUSSELL. There has never been
that much available. That is cumulative.

Mr. DOMINICK. As an average,
around $35 million per year?

l\éir. RUSSELL. The Senator is cor-
rect.

Mr. PROXMIRE, I understand they
have averaged $35 million or $40 million
a year.

Mr. DOMINICK. All right. How much
damage is done in a riot such as that
here in Washington, or Watts?

Mr. PROXMIRE, Just this morning, in
hearings before the Distriet of Colum-
bia Appropriations subcommittee of the
Senator from West Virginia [Mr. Byrp],
we had testimony on that subject. They
have not been able to come up with any
definitive figures. They have not arrived
at any final figures.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Not as yet.
That figure is preliminary.

Mr. DOMINICE. Is my understanding
correct that the provisions of this bill
gould be available only for public facili-

es?

Mr. PROXMIRE. The provision for
grants would be only for public facilities.
It would be possible for those whose
homes and businesses were destroyed to
borrow money and repay it at 3 percent
interest, over a 40-year period.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a question?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator yield?

Mr, PROXMIRE. I yield.

Mr. STENNIS. Reference has been
made here to hearings on this part of the
bill. I walked in just in time to hear that.
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As I understood, no hearings had been
held. Will the Senator point out to us,
in the record of the hearings, on what
page we may find the testimony, and the
names of the witnesses, on this part of
the bill?

Mr. PROXMIRE. The committee did
not hold hearings on this particular sec-
tion of the bill. There were no hearings
by the Banking and Currency Com-
mittee.

Mr. STENNIS. Does that mean there
is no testimony before the Senate ?

Mr. PROXMIRE. There is no testi-
mony on this particular provision.

Mr. STENNIS. What did the members
of the committee act on, their personal
ideas, newspaper reports, or what?

Mr. PROXMIRE, We acted on the basis
of unanimous recommendations by the
Kerner Commission, and on the basis of
the experience and understanding of
members of the committee over the
years, in the Senate, on similar legisla-
tion covering natural disasters.

Mr. STENNIS. The Kerner Commis~
sion had already reported, had it not, be-
fore the fires here in Washington?

Mr. PROXMIRE, The Senator is cor-
rect.

Mr, STENNIS. I have noted that there
have been reports of two or three fires
each night since the large-scale burning,
that the police have said they attributed
to Molotov cocktails, or to the reasons
for the original burning. Would they be
included in the measure?

Mr. PROXMIRE. Definitely not. They
would only be covered if the President
should determine those fires an emer-
gency sufficient to warrant his decision
that Federal aid should be granted.

I am sure the Senator is familiar with
the situations in various parts of the
country in which Presidents have always
been reluctant to declare emergencies
and have only done so where they were
of great consequence and extended far
beyond the resources of the community.

Mr. STENNIS. With those fires con-
tinuing for the same reason, why should
they be cut off? Why would they not
come under the same provision as origi-
nally?

Mr. PROXMIRE. This would be a mat-
ter of judgment and determination.

The Federal Government, in my judg-
ment, could limit the period for which
the benefits would be paid. Otherwise, it
would be open-ended.

Mr. STENNIS. The bill does not make
such limitation?

Mr. PROXMIRE. No. This is the nor-
mal practice of the Office of Emergency
Planning.

Mr. STENNIS. It depends on the emer-
gency, and the Office of Emergency Plan-
ning determines that.

Mr. PROXMIRE. The Senator is cor-
rect. That is my understanding.

Mr. STENNIS. That is all I had in
mind.

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I yleld
2 minutes to the Senator from Texas.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas is recognized for 2
minutes.

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, one ob-
servation that should be made is that
there is a limited amount of money in
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the disaster fund, and any time a disaster
occurs, the money comes out of that
fund. That means that there is less re-
maining for any future disaster that
might occur,

What if we went through a long hot
summer and experienced civil disorders
in various cities which ate up all of the
funds in the disaster fund? If we then
had another bad hurricane along the
gulf coast or another earthquake in
Alaska or a series of tornadoes or
cyclones in the Midwest, there would not
be any funds to assist those localities.

As the Senator from Georgia pointed
out, there are multifarious other pro-
grams available for relief in the case of
riot.

I can remember when we had Hur-
ricane Beulah in Texas and an earth-
quake in Alaska. It was touch and go as
to whether there would be adequate
funds to compensate for the disasters
that had occurerd.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, if the
Senator will yield, I yield myself 2
minutes.

Mr. TOWER. I yield.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wisconsin is recognized for
2 minutes.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I believe the answer is
that in the event of any such situation,
it would be necessary to come to Con-
gress for appropriations.

Congress made appropriations for
the Louisiana disaster and for the Alas-
kan earthquake.

The request would go to the Appro-
priations Committee, and the Appro-
priations Committee can say yes or no.
The Senate and the House would then
exercise their judgment. However, this
would just not open up the Treasury.

Mr. TOWER. I would prefer to have
the money available immediately and
without appropriations.

Mr. AIKEN. Mr, President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. TOWER. I yield.

Mr. ATIKEN. In the event the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from Geor-
gia is agreed to, would the small busi-
nessman in the city still be protected
under the bill?

Mr PROXMIRE. The small business-
men in the cities would not be in a posi-
tion to borrow money to provide for their
working capital. They would be covered
by reinsurance.

Mr. RUSSELL. Under subsection (b)
it specifically opens up the Small Busi-
ness Act to loans for riots and ecivil
disorders.

The Senator will find that on page 213
of the bill.

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, my other
question concerns damage done to the
city itself. Would damages include dam-
age to property? Would it include loss of
business due to a business leaving town
and going elsewhere, or would it include
the kind of damage done tc city govern-
ment, such as to the city hall that might
be rated as a disaster?

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, the
city’s own facilities could be badly de-
stroyed. The city might own utilities
which might be destroyed or damaged,
and city equipment such as fire equip-
ment might be badly damaged.
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I think it is clear under the basis of
past experience and Presidents’ decisions
in the past that they will not declare an
emergency unless the damage is so great
that it is not possible for local resources
to take care of it.

Mr. AIKEN. Could damage cover lost
taxes or loss of business to the town?

Mr. PROXMIRE. It could not.

Mr. AIKEN. I thank the Senator.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I yield
myself 3 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Georgia is recognized for
3 minutes.

Mr. RUSSELL, Mr. President, I point
out again for the benefit of any Senator
who may doubt it that all he has to do
is to open the bill to page 213 to see that
there is made available by the bill re-
ported by the committee loans from the
Small Business Administration which, in
the case of disaster, is 3 percent, the same
as it is under the disaster provision.

It provides for rent supplements to
those who are affected adversely by riots
and civil disorders and who need hous-
ing. And it provides for urban renewal
areas which would be rebuilt, including
the rebuilding of a city hall, to which
the Senator from Vermont referred, in
the case of riots and disorders which
destroy the public buildings.

Mr, PROXMIRE. Mr, President, the
staff of the Committee on Banking and
Currency advise me to the contrary. The
Senator is correct about the first part.
There would still be loans available from
the Small Business Administration. How=-
ever, the rent supplements would be trig-
gered by (b), and if we knock that pro-
vision out, the rent supplements could
no longer be made available to those
who had lost their homes. Section (d),
which refers to urban renewal, is trig-
gered by (a), and that would be knocked
out by the Senator's amendment.

Mr. RUSSELL, Mr, President, I do not
concede that at all. I have the utmost
respect for the staff of the committee, but
it would leave all except that explicitly
deleted in the bill this provision in sec-
tion 101(c), subparagraph 2, (e):

The Housing and Urban Development Act
of 1965 is amended by striking out the word
“natural”,

Mr. PROXMIRE. I understand that.

Mr. RUSSELL. The Senator says that
would have no effect whatever if we try
to preserve disaster legislation for a real
natural disaster.

Mr. PROXMIRE. The answer is that
HUD has no authority to declare a dis-
aster. Only the President or the SBA
Administrator has that authority. And
if the President's authority to declare a
disaster in the event of a riot is taken
away, then all opportunity for the vic-
tims to apply for assistance is also taken
away.

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I hesi-
tate to speak in this manner in the pres-
ence of the staff of the committee who
have no other business than to keep
themselves informed. However, the Small
Business Act has a provision providing
for disaster loans and making such loans
at 3 percent rather than 5 percent.
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Mr. PROXMIRE. The Senator is cor-
rect in his statement about the Small
Business Act. However, with respect to
urban renewal, this part does not stand
independently. Therefore, it would be
knocked out by the amendment of the
Senator, which would make it impossible
for the President to declare a disaster
situation if a riot were to take place.

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr, President, I am
sure that the staff of the committee is
able to draw a one-line amendment that
would say—and if they cannot do so, it
is a pathetic situation—that these two
provisions can be triggered by a riot or
civil disorder. That amendment could be
offered. And it would be a very simple
matter to do so. By preserving the dis-
aster fund for natural disasters, we do
not preclude any amendments to the re-
mainder of the bill.

The Senator from Wisconsin well
knows that he can draw a one-line
amendment that would permit urban re-
newal and rent supplements to be trig-
gered by any disaster, whether declared
by the Small Business Administration or
by the President or by HUD, for that
matter, to make these funds available.

I must say that I do not think that is
a very fair argument when the Senator
knows that a simple amendment would
clarify the matter and make these other
two provisions viable in the case of riots
or disorders.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I understand the
Senator’s position well. I was saying that
the amendment is not drafted in that
manner. It seems that it would knock out
sections (¢) and (d).

Mr. RUSSELL. My purpose is to try to
save the disaster fund for natural
disasters.

We are doing everything in the pend-
ing bill for riots and civil disorder vic-
tims. We are taking care of them on the
insurance.

We are letting the Federal Govern-
ment go into the insurance business and
reinsure all these areas where they are
likely to have destruction. We are revising
the Small Business Act, which hereto-
fore had not been generally available in
cases of riots and disorders. We are trig-
gering it. A very simple amendment,
which I will be glad to help the staff with
if they cannot draw it up themselves—
I know the Senator from Wisconsin could
draw it in 1 minute—would trigger and
make available the rent supplement pro-
vision of the Housing Act and the urban
renewal provisions of the Housing Act.
But I do think we ought to have some
sense of proportion here and leave this
disaster fund where it is. I do not remem-
ber just how much is available, but my
best recollection is that it is somewhere
between $35 and $40 million.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator yield himself additional time?

Mr. RUSSELL, Have I consumed all
my time?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 14 minutes remaining.

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield myself 4 addi-
tional minutes.

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. RUSSELL, I yield to the Senator
from Indiana.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

Mr. BAYH. I have not been able to
follow the entire discussion.

Inasmuch as the Senator is willing to
permit the two provisions to which he
has referred, is he also willing to permit
the Small Business Administration——

Mr. RUSSELL. I am not touching that.
Under the act, the Small Business Ad-
ministration can make 3-percent disaster
loans to these riot and eivil disorder
areas.

Mr. BAYH. The unfortunate thing
about the disaster legislation is that now
it is scattered all over the statute books.
If we are really going fo deal with dis-
asters, we have to touch four or five dif-
ferent acts. I believe that is why the
Senator from Wisconsin has touched all
of these in trying to provide equal treat-
ment in the event that there is a non-
natural disaster.

Mr. RUSSELL. The Senator from In-
diana knows that a one-line amendment
can be drawn to subsections (¢) and (d)
which will have the same purport and
effect as the amendment to the Small
Business Act, which entitles a man to a
3-percent small business loan in a ca-
tastrophe.

I think everything is being gobbled up
that has been set aside for an operation
of the Government in many areas, in
undertaking to alleviate the anguish of
people who are stricken by natural dis-
orders, in our great haste and in our de-
termination to see that everything is
available to the cities which have riots
and civil disorders.

I am not trying to avoid loans of 3 per-
cent by the Small Business Administra-
tion. Frankly, I do not favor them, but I
know the Senate does. And I am not try-
ing to avoid the rent supplement. I think
there is sound ground for that, if you are
going to have rent supplement at all, to
take care of the innocent people who are
burned out by these disorders. And I am
not trying to prevent application with
respect to urban renewal areas. I do
think we ought to leave in the natural
disasters and not open it up to manmade
disasters.

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield.

Mr. ATKEN. In the event the President
makes a finding of a disaster with respect
to a city, does he find the nature of the
damage or simply the cause of it?

Mr. RUSSELL. He finds on the basis of
a natural disaster; and if he finds it is a
natural disaster of sufficient magnitude,
such as an earthquake, a flood, or a hur-
ricane, he opens up the disaster fund.

Mr. AIKEN. But does he have to spec-
ify the cause of the disaster?

Mr. RUSSELL. If it is a natural dis-
aster, he does not have to specify it. I
do not know. Most of the orders I have
seen handed down say, “Whereas such-
and-such an area was visited by a hur-
ricane,” and so forth. But I do not think
there is anything in the law that requires
it. I do not know.

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. RUSSELL, I yield.

Mr. HANSEN. I should like to ask a
question. I have listened with great in-
terest to this discussion, and it occurs
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to me that if the bill were to be drawn
as the committee recommends, would it
not be the considered opinion of the dis-
tinguished Senator from Georgia that
there might actually be instances in
which people would be encouraged to
contribute to the disaster? I am thinking
of a riot situation in which fires are
erupting throughout a city. If someone
should contemplate the designation of a
disaster area by the President, might not
this actually serve in a few instances,
with people less than scrupulous, to con-
tribute to the disaster?

Mr. RUSSELL. I think that is true as
to all sections of this title XI, but I am
now only undertaking to preserve this
fund for natural disasters.

It has been there for years; it has
served a useful purpose. It is not a large
fund. It does have some $200 million
or more of cumulative assets, but most of
it is in the form of loans. The actual
cash available is some $35 million, as I
recall. Certainly, that ought not be re-
quired to go with all of these other ele-
ments to repair the damages caused by
riots and disorders.

Of course, the more money that is
made available to them, the more attrac-
tive will be the riots and disorders as a
kind of system of cheap urban renewal.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I
yvield 3 minutes to the Senator from
Pennsylvania [Mr. Scorrl, and as I do
that, I might say that this provision was
authored by him. It was his idea, and
the committee put it into the amend-
ment.

Mr. SCOTT. I thank the Senator for
his kind comments.

Mr. President, I rise in opposition to
the pending amendment proposed by the
distinguished and respected senior Sen-
ator from Georgia [Mr. Russerrl. That
amendment would strike from the bill
section 1107(a) which would amend the
Disaster Relief Act of 1950 to include
specifically riots and civil disorders
within the definition of “major dis-
aster.” Under that act, communities des-
ignated by the President as victims of
major disasters can receive Federal
emergency assistance, such as the pro-
vision of temporary or emergency hous-
ing for families rendered homeless by
such natural disasters as hurricanes and
tornadoes, and the use of Federal equip-
ment, supplies, facilities, and personnel.

The provision proposed to be stricken
by the pending amendment is virtually
identical to section 1 of S. 2209, a bill to
clarify the application of certain provi-
sions of law in the case of major dis-
asters resulting from civil disorder,
which I introduced in the Senate on Au-
gust 2 of last year. Indeed, Mr. President,
S. 2209 in its entirety is virtually identi-
cal to section 1107 of the pending bill.
It was incorporated into the bill in com-
mittee on the motion of the able and
distinguished senior Senator from Wis-
consin [Mr. ProxMiRe] to whom I now
express my deepest thanks,

When introducing S. 2209, I stated
that it would “clarify the meaning of
disaster so as to leave no doubt or cause
for hesitancy concerning the legality of
providing assistance to the victims of
riots such as those which have shaken
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our Nation in the past days.” I pointed
out that its purpose was “not to reward
the violent, but to improve the condition
of the innocent victims of violence.” Mr.
President, let me reiterate and reempha-
size what I asserted last August 2:

Violence cannot and must not be tolerated.
But laws to repress violence will not cure
intolerable inequalities.

I also wish to point out that a similar
bill, HR. 11891, was proposed in the
House of Representatives on July 27,
1967, by the very able gentleman from
Maryland, Mr. MatHIias, and a number
of his Republican colleagues.

Mr. President, it is my very deep desire
that section 1107(a) be kept in the bill,
Disaster is disaster, and if it is not caused
by the action of the person to be bene-
fited, it is of small difference to him
whether it has been caused by a tornado
or by a riot, for example. The damage is
there, he did not cause it, and the need
for relief is great.

I ask unanimous consent, Mr., Presi-
dent, to have printed at this point in the
Recorp my remarks about S. 2209 de-
livered on the floor of the Senate, on Au-
gust 2, 1967. I also ask unanimous con-
sent that S. 2209 and H.R. 11891 be
printed thereafter.

There being no objection, the material
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

Rior RELIEF BILL

Mr. Scorr. Mr. President, I introduce for
appropriate reference a bill which clarifies
the application of certain provisions of ex-
isting law in the case of major disasters re-
sulting from civil disorder. A similar bill has
been introduced by 15 Republican Members
of the House of Representatives.

My bill redefines “major disaster” in the
Disaster Relief Act of 1950 to include riots,
and makes assistance applicable to the vie-
tims of riots through the Small Business Act,
the rent supplements section of the Housing
and Urban Development Act of 1965, the
urban renewal section of the Housing Act of
1949, and the mortgage insurance section of
the National Housing Act.

The determination of a disaster area will
still be up to the President, but my bill will
clarify the meaning of disaster so as to leave
no doubt or cause for hesitancy concerning
the legality of providing assistance to the
victims of riots such as those which have
shaken our Nation in the past days.

The purpose of my bill 1s not to reward
the violent, but to improve the condition of
the innocent vietims of violence. Violence
cannot and must not be tolerated. But laws
to repress violence will not cure intolerable
inequalities.

My bill is not offered as an all-purpose
solution to our problems, but as a beginning
in the massive pacification and development
programs needed in our urban areas. The
United States is spending millions of dollars
a day for pacification In Vietnam and seems
to be unable to cope with the powder keg on
which we perch here at home. We cannot
simply pray that things simmer down and
hope that they do not flare up again,

The Congress should reexamine its priori-
ties and bring legislation promptly to the
floor of both its Houses,

It is good that President Johnson has
taken quick action on the recommendation
of Senator BrRoOKE of Massachusetts to in-
vestigate the cause of the riots. The question
recurs: What will be done while the probers
probe?

Last week, nine other Republican Senators
and myself urged that Congress provide the
necessary funds for recently enacted urban
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programs, including model cities and rent
supplements. I will continue to press hard
for these funds.

Next week, the Housing Subcommittee of
the Senate Banking and Currency Committee
will complete hearings on the rat extermina-
tion bill. I urge a favorable report by the
committee and intend to rally as much sup-
port as possible to pass effective rat control
legislation. I see nothing amusing in the
ravages of rodents and still less in the failure
of local administrations to do much about it.

Another area where legislation 1s needed
is a program for Federal reinsurance guar-
antees so that individuals and businesses in
cities hit by riot can receive future insurance
protection.

These measures, desirable as they are, will
not bring an end to the conditions which
cause riots. Yet they are a part of the massive
commitment which must be made, and sus-
tained, by every level of government, by busl-
ness, by every American in every walk of life,
to see that all parts of our cities are fit for
human habitation and that all our fellow
citizens share in the promise of a prosperous
and civilized nation.

We have a mandate, in this country, to
bring about the restoration of domestic tran-
quillity.

The PrESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be re-
celved and appropriately referred.

The bill (8, 2209) to clarify the application
of certain provisions of law in the case of
major disasters resulting from civil disorder,
introduced by Mr. Scorrt, was received, read
twice by its title, and referred to the Com-
mittee on Banking and Currency.

8. 2209

A bill to clarify the application of certain

provisions of law in the case of major

disasters resulting from civil disorder

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled,

DEFINITION OF ““MAJOR DISASTER"

Sectron 1. Section 2(a) of the Act entitled
“An Act to authorize Federal assistance to
States and local governments in major dis-
asters, and for other purposes’”, approved
September 30, 1950, as amended (42 U.S.C.
1866a. (a)), ls amended by inserting “clvil
disorder,” before “or other catastrophe”.

SMALL BUSINESS LOANS

SEc. 2. Section 7(b) (1) of the Small Busi-
ness Act (15 U.S.C. 636(b) (1)) Is amended
by inserting *“, civil disorder,” before ‘‘or
other catastrophies”,

RENT SUPPLEMENTS

SEc. 3. Sectlon 101(c) (2) (E) of the Hous-
ing and Urban Development Act of 1965 (12
U.8.C. 1701s.(c) (E)) 1s amended by striking
out “natural”.

URBAN RENEWAL

Sec. 4. Bection 111 of the Housing Act of
1949 (42 U.S.C. 1462) is amended by insert-
ing “civil disorder,” before “or other catas-
trophe”,

MORTGAGE INSURANCE

Sec. 5. Section 203(h) of the National
Housing Act (12 U.8.C. 1709(h)) 1s amended
by inserting “civil disorder,” before “or other
catastrophe”.

HR. 11891
A bill to extend Federal disaster rellef to
vietims of major riots and civil disorders,
and for other purposes

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That—

(a) The first paragraph of section 2 of the
Act of June 27, 1934 (48 Stat. 1246; 12 U.S.C.
1703(a) ), as amended, 1s amended by strik-
ing out “or other catastrophe” and insert-
ing in leu thereof “rlot, civil disorder, or
other catastrophe”.
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(b) Sectlon 203(h) of the Act of June 27,
1984 (48 Stat. 1248; 12 U.S.C. 1708(h)), as
amended, is amended by inserting, immedi-
ately after “storm,”, “riot, civil disorder,”.

(¢) Section 7(b) (1) of the Act of July 18,
1958 (72 Stat. 387; 16 U.B.C. 636(b) (1)), as
amended, is amended by striking out “floods
or other catastrophies’” and inserting in lieu
thereof “earthquake, conflagration, tornado,
hurricane, cyclone, flood, riot, civil disorder,
or other catastrophe".

(d) Section 111 of the Act of July 15,
1940 (42 US.C. 1462), as amended, 1is
amended by Iinserting, immediately after
“storm,"”, “rlot, civil disorder,”.

(e) Section 2 of the Act of September 20,
1950 (64 Stat. 1109; 41 U.S.C. 185656 (a)), as
amended, is amended by inserting, immedi-
ately after “storm,”, “riot, civil disorder,”.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Does the Senator de-
sire more time?

Mr. SCOTT. No.

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. PROXMIRE. I yield.

Mr. COTTON. I should like to ask a
question of the distinguished Senator
now in charge of the bill. If the answer
is not readily obtainable, I wish it could
be provided for the Recorp before the
end of the consideration of the bill.

It is my understanding that the total
authorization in this bill is $5.2 billion,
roughly.

Mr. PROXMIRE. That is correct.

Mr. COTTON. I should like to find out
what portion of that is renewed authori-
zations to continue present programs
and what part of it is for new programs.

Mr. PROXMIRE. That information,
of course, should be in the Recorp as the
Senator from New Hampshire says, be-
fore we vote on final passage, and it
certainly will be.

Mr. COTTON. The actual spending
contemplated under this bill in the en-
suing year, for new programs, is how
much?

Mr. PROXMIRE. For new programs,
the actual spending is approximately $14
million. It is relatively very modest. But
I am sure the Senator recognizes that
this kind of modest beginning does not
indicate how much is going to be spent
under the authorizations we provide for
years in the future.

Mr. COTTON. I understood that very
clearly, and I certainly agree with the
Senator on that. But does this small
amount of spending, actual spending, on
new programs for the coming year in-
clude the drain of the funds that have
just been under discussion in connection
with the amendment of the distinguished
Senator from Georgia?

Mr. PROXMIRE. No. I see the Sena-
tor’s point. There is no way this can be
estimated. We hope and pray we will have
a quiet summer and that there will not
be any disaster emergencies that will de-
velop because of riots. However, we have
no way to tell.

Mr. COTTON, This is just a fixed ex-
penditure for the coming year?

Mr. PROXMIRE. The Senator is cor-
rect.

Mr. COTTON. If it is possible, before
the debate is finished, I wish the Senator
would have printed in the REcorp, even
if it is only approximation, figures with
respect to the continuation of the old
program and the amount that is con-
templated for the new program.
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I thank the Senator.

Mr. PROXMIRE. In answer to the
question of the Senator from New Hamp-
shire, approximately $650 million of the
funds authorized by this bill would be
for new programs. The remaining por-
tion of the $5.2 billion authorization
would be for existing programs.

Mr. President, I yield to the Senator
from West Virginia. Earlier he and I
engaged in a brief colloguy in connection
with the cost of riots in Washington.
When I referred to losses, it was by city
and not by business or by homeowner.
However, the Senator from West Vir-
ginia can clarify this point better than I,

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I was
engaged in conversation with the Sena-
tor from Rhode Island, and I did not
understand the question.

I believe the question to which the
Senator was addressing himself was the
preliminary estimate of damages to
buildings. Is that correct?

Mr. PROXMIRE. The Senator from
Wisconsin is referring to the kinds of
losses which might conceivably be cov-
ered by this provision of the bill.

The Senator from Georgia made clear
the one part of the bill he wants to
knock out is for aid to the cities.

Mr. RUSSELL. I hope I did not make
that clear. That was not my intent.

Mr. PROXMIRE, The Senator said, as
I understood, that he wants the people
to have loans available.

Mr. RUSSELL. They get them under
the Small Business Administration. I am
not in favor of making loans or any oth-
er part of title XI. Of course, if we did
we would have more requests in the Dis-
trict of Columbia than there is money
available in the disaster fund.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I think we agree. I
worded the statement badly. I am re-
ferring to the fact that in the event of
disaster the SBA would be able to loan
money to the homeowners at 3 percent.
Does the Senator want to retain that?
Under the present law, they would be
given the opportunity to do so under the
rent supplement.

: Mr. RUSSELL. They would under this
aw.

Mr. PROXMIRE. But the Senator is
mainly concerned, as I see it, with the
loss to the city from the loss of public
facilities and from debris clearance and
other riot-connected losses.

Mr. RUSSELL. No, that is not neces-
sarily the case. I want to preserve some
of this 3-percent loan money for the vic-
tims of natural disasters and not have it
all consumed by those who are vietims of
riots. If we had something like the earth-~
quake that occurred in Alaska or Hurri-
cane Hazel, there would not be $5 left in
the natural-disaster fund, whereas in the
case of riots there would be adequate
funds available in other programs. I am
trying to protect the natural disaster
fund so it will be available for natural
disasters. You still have all these other
funds, including loans and urban re-
newal for victims of riots and civil dis-
orders.

My purpose is to protect the natural-
disaster funds. I do not think they should
be mixed up with the other funds and
piled on top of each other to the detri-
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ment of those who suffer from natural
disasters.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Is it my understand-
ing that all of the loan money would
come from SBA; that it would not come
from OEP? The OEP would provide
grant money to the cities that have losses
due to riots, because they have to rehouse
people or clean up the debris or replace
damaged public facilities.

Mr. RUSSELL. I understand the Nat-
ural Disaster Act provided for loans and
grants. The Disaster Act itself provides
for loans and they have been made in
the case of natural disasters time and
time again.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia subse-
quently said: Mr. President, earlier to-
day the senior Senator from Wisconsin
[Mr. ProxMIRE] asked a question during
colloquy with reference to the recent
riots which oceurred in the District of
Columbia. At that time, I was engaged
in conversation with the Senator from
Rhode Island [Mr. Pastorel, and I did
not fully understand the question. I
thought the Senator from Wisconsin
was inquiring regarding the direct costs
to the city of the civil disorder.

As I now understand, the Senator was
inquiring about the estimate of dam-
ages to buildings in the District of Co-
lumbia as a result of the civil disturb-
ances.

The preliminary estimate of damage
to buildings was $13.3 million. This was
the estimate of damage which occurred
from Thursday, April 4, 1968, through
noon of April 8, 1968. This estimate per-
tains only to those buildings which were
situated in the areas where damage was
most concentrated.

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield to the Senator
from Vermont.

Mr. AIKEN. Is the Senator from
Georgia making a distinction between
disasters which are unpreventable and
uncontrollable and those which could be
prevented or could be controlled?

Mr. RUSSELL. The Senator from
Vermont has put his finger squarely on
the point and on the only objective of
this amendment. That is to say, here are
these acts that could have been pre-
vented or controlled or modified in some
way. You are making all kinds of pro-
visions for them elsewhere, but, please,
let us keep $35 million or $40 million
available in the fund in the event some
terrible natural disaster strikes in this
country.

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield.

Mr. BAYH. The Senator from Georgia
is correct about the loans versus grants.

Mr. RUSSELL. I know I am,

Mr. BAYH. The distinction is that
OEP deals with public facilities whereas
the SBA deals with private loans.

We have to ask the question which the
Senator from Vermont hit on and that I
have torn with in my mind and fought
with, These innocent people are hit by
a holocaust caused by a couple of score
of lunatics, and the majority of the peo-
ple living in these areas are law-abiding
citizens and they suffer as much as they
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would from g tornado going down Main
Street.

After this matter is completed, re-
gardless of the outcome, I would like to
introduce an amendment which would
deny the benefits to anyone convicted
for a violation of the law.

Mr. RUSSELL. I think that is in the
law now, but I want to make doubly
sure. I am glad the Senator agrees with
me as to the loan provision. I think in
the case of the State of Alaska they made
some loans,

Mr. BAYH. I wish to make one other
point, and then I shall sit down.

If one will look at the record, when-
ever we have had a natural disaster such
as Hurricane Betsy, we had to come in
and have a Betsy bill. If it is felt that
the amendment is going to accomplish a
solvency of the fund, I think that is really
an error, because every time there is a
riot in Detroit or a Hurricane Betsy, Con-
gress has had to act to restore funds
because we act on a day-to-day basis,
and so we would have to do so now.

Mr. RUSSELL. There have been allo-
cations made before Congress could
make appropriations and there should be
money there to take care of that purpose.

Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield.

Mr. BARTLETT. The Senator's con-
cern also concerns me.

We are talking about two different
things: natural disasters and manmade
disasters. It is true that after the Alas-
kan hurricane, Congress, in a single day—
perhaps for the first time in history—
appropriated $15 million for the OEP
fund.

When we expected the hurricanes and
great floods of last year, the OEP reha-
bilitated the public facility and the SBA
moved in and made these disaster loans
which were really instrumental in restor-
ing the business community and the
home community.

However, I fear that if we channel a
part of that into this new activity, a nat-
ural disaster comes along and there may
be no money left at all. It is true that the
Congress can restore that fund, but it
might take awhile.

Mr. RUSSELL. And Congress might
not be in session.

Mr. BARTLETT. And Congress might
not be in session.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Do I understand
that what the Senator from Georgia is
endeavoring to do is to make certain
there will be in existence year by year
what was originally a $35 million fund
for natural disasters.

Mr. RUSSELL. That is right. I do not
think that the fund we have, and are
familiar with, provides that natural dis-
aster assistance should be commingled
with all the new movements we are
making to provide funds for those who
are victimized by riots and civil dis-
orders. There will be plenty of money
available for them. We are making it
available in several different sections
here. But this fund does not have a
great amount of money in it. We should
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not open it up for a new relief program
that is being provided for in several
other sections of the bill.

Mr. MANSFIELD. As one who repre-
sents a State, at least in part, which
has been struck by natural disasters
over which it has had no control, I want
to assure the Senator from Georgia that
his is a good amendment and I support it.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr, President, will the
Senator from Georgia yield me 4
minutes?

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield 4 minutes to
the Senator from Florida.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Three
minutes remain to the Senator from
Georgia. The Senator from Florida is
recognized for 3 minutes.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, there
is, of course, a great difference between
natural disasters and disasters caused
by man. When we try to put them both
together in the same bill. I feel that the
Senate would be making a grave mis-
take.

I invite the recollection of Senators to
the fact that many Members of the Sen-
ate, in the case of the recent riots in
Washington, D.C., stood on this floor and
criticized very strongly—and, I thought,
appropriately—the weak and spineless
handling of the situation by the public
authorities.

There was hardly a newspaper in my
State which did not come out editorializ-
ing on the subject and, I suspect in every
other State in the Union. I have received
many letters on the subject. When I re-
turned to Florida recently and talked to
my constituents, there was no part of
any conversation with anyone to whom
I talked that did not have some com-
ment to make on the riots and the loot-
ing in Washington, and commenting on
the fact that the soldiers seemed to be
guarding the looters and the arsonists.
The same thing could be said of the
police.

If the Senate wants to be placed in the
same situation as that, and have the
country criticize us for passing the bill
in its present form so that it would put
the Federal Government in the position
of paying damages occasioned at the
time of riots, I fully believe that the Sen-
ate could not do anything more hurtful
to itself or more hurtful to Senators
than to vote for the bill in its present
form.

I shall certainly support the amend-
ment of the Senator from Georgia who,
rightfully, keeps natural disasters apart
from manmade disasters and would
keep the Senate from being placed in the
same box with the Director of Public
Safety in Washington, D.C., and other
officials, who have been criticized in this
Chamber by dozens of Senators. I hope
that the Senate will not place itself in
that position.

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Wisconsin yield?

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, before
I yield, may I suggest the absence of a
quorum

The PRESIDING OFFICER. One min-
ute is left to the Senator from Wiscon-
sin.

Mr. PROXMIRE (continuing). With-
out time being charged to elther side?

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Wisconsin?

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum without the
time being allocated from any direction.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Montana? The Chair hears none,
and the clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I send
an amendment to the desk——

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, an
amendment is already pending.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I send
an amendment to the amendment to the
desk and ask that it be stated.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, a par-
lamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Florida will state it.

Mr. HOLLAND. In what degree is this
amendment to the amendment?

Mr. PROXMIRE. Second degree.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
pending amendment is an amendment in
the first degree. The offering of an addi-
tional amendment would not be in order
until all time has been yielded back or
has expired, except by unanimous con-
sent. Until the 1 minute is yielded back,
the amendment would not be in order
except by unanimous consent.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, let me
say that I would be in favor of the Rus-
sell amendment and then after that has
been adopted I shall send to the desk
my amendment and have it considered,
after the amendment of the Senator from
Georgia is adopted; is that agreeable?

Mr. RUSSELL. That is agreeable with
me. However, Mr. President, I want to
make my position on this whole matter
crystal clear. I am opposed to the en-
tire title XI of S. 3497, the reinsurance
plan. Nevertheless, I shall vote “aye” on
the amendment to be offered by the Sen-
ator from Wisconsin after the pending
amendment is accepted. As I understand
it, the Senator’s amendment will simply
retain the eligibility of assistance pro-
vided for in the bill except for money
coming from the Office of Emergency
Planning which will be prohibited by my
amendment. On that basis, I shall vote
“aye” on the amendment to be offered
by the distinguished Senator from Wis-
consin, but I also have another amend-
ment which may be offered later to strike
title XI entirely.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I favor the Senator's
amendment, and I understand the Sen-
ator from Georgia favors mine which I
will subsequently offer.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion is, then, on the amendment of-
fered by the Senator from Georgia [Mr.
RusseLL].

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, the
yveas and nays have been ordered on that
amendment have they not?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The yeas
and nays have been ordered.
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Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the yeas and nays be withdrawn.

Mr, HOLLAND. Mr. President, I object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objection
is heard.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President——

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I object.
We want a vote.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The yeas
and nays have been ordered on the
amendment of the Senator from Geor-
gia.

SEVERAL SENATORS. Vote! Vote!

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The yeas
and nays have been ordered on the
amendment of the Senator from Georgia,
and the clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I an-
nounce that the Senator from Nevada
[Mr. BisrLEl, the Senator from Hawaii
[Mr. InouvE]l, and the Senator from
Missouri [Mr. Lowg] are absent on offi-
cial business.

I also announce that the Senator from
Virginia [Mr. Byrpl, the Senator from
Idaho [Mr. CuurcH], the Senator from
Pennsylvania [Mr. CrLagx], the Senator
from Connecticut [Mr, Dopp]l, the Sena-
tor from Mississippi [Mr. EasTLaND], the
Senator from North Carolina [Mr.
Ervin], the Senator from Oklahoma [Mr.
Harris], the Senator from Indiana [Mr.
HarTKE], the Senator from South Caro-
lina [Mr. HoLrings], the Senator from
Massachusetts [Mr, KEnnNEDY], the Sena-
tor from New York [Mr. Kennepyl, the
Senator from Ohio [Mr., LauscHE], the
Senator from Louisiana [Mr. Long], the
Senator from Minnesota [Mr. Mc-
CarTHY], the Senator from Arkansas
[Mr, McCrLeLLAaN], the Senator from
Wyoming [Mr. McGeel, the Senator
from South Dakota [Mr, McGoVERN],
the Senator from Minnesota [Mr. Mon-
paLE], the Senator from New Mexico
[Mr. MonTOYAl, the Senator from Ore-
gon [Mr. Morse], the Senator from Wis-
consin [Mr, NeLson], the Senator from
Connecticut [Mr. Risicorr], the Senator
from Florida [Mr. SmaTHERS], the Sena-
tor from Virginia [Mr. Sponc], and the
Senator from Maryland [Mr. TypIngs]
are necessarily absent.

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from Virginia [Mr.
Byrpl, the Senator from Pennsylvania
[Mr. CLark], the Senator from Missis-
sippi [Mr. Eastranp], the Senator from
North Carolina [Mr. Ervin], the Senator
from Massachusetts [Mr. KEnnNEDY], the
Senator from New York [Mr. KENNEDY],
the Senator from Ohio [Mr. LAUSCHE],
the Senator from Oregon [Mr. MoRsE],
the Senator from Connecticut [Mr. Ris1-
corr], the Senator from Florida [Mr.
SmATHERS], the Senator from Virginia
[Mr. Srpowc], and the Senator from
Maryland [Mr. Typings] would each
vote “yea.”

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I announce
that the Senator from Utah [Mr. BEN-
NETT], the Senator from Kansas [Mr.
CarrsoN], the Senators from Kentucky
[Mr. CooPER and Mr. MorToN], the Sena-
tor from Nebraska [Mr. Curtisl, the
Senator from Illinois [Mr, DirgseN], the
Senator from Arizona [Mr. FanNIN], the
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Senator from Hawaii [Mr. Foncl, the
Senator from Oregon [Mr. HatFieLD], the
Senator from New York [Mr. JaviTs] and
the Senators from California [Mr.
KvucHEL and Mr. MUrRPHY ] are necessarily
absent.

The Senator from Michigan [Mr. GRriF-
FIN] is detained on official business.

If present and voting, the Senator from
Utah [Mr. BENNETT], the Senator from
Nebraska [Mr. CurTis], the Senator from
Illinois [Mr. DirkseEN], the Senator from
Arizona [Mr. FANNIN], the Senator from
Oregon [Mr. HatrFieLp], and the Senator
from California [Mr. MurpHY] would
each vote “yea.”

On this vote, the Senator from Califor-
nia [Mr. KucHeL] is paired with the
Senator from New York [Mr. Javirs]. If
present and voting, the Senator from
California would vote “yea” and the
Senator from New York would vote
um.n

The result was announced—yeas 57,
nays 2, as follows:

[No.164 Leg.]
YEAS—57
Alken Hansen Pearson
Allott Hayden Pell
Anderson Hickenlooper Percy
Baker Hill Prouty
Bartlett Holland Proxmire
Bayh Hruska Randolph
Boggs Jackson Russell
Brewster Jordan, N.C. Scott
Brooke Jordan, Idaho Smith
Burdick Magnuson Sparkman
Byrd, W. Va. Mansfield Stennis
Cannon Melntyre Symington
Case Metcalf Talmadge
Cotton Miller Thurmond
Dominick Monroney Tower
Ellender Moss Williams, Del.
Fulbright Mundt Yarborough
Gore Muskie Young, N. Dak.
Gruening Pastore Young, Ohio
NAYS—2
Hart Williams, N.J.
NOT VOTING—41

Bennett Griffin McClellan
Bible Harris McGee
Byrd, Va. Hartke MeGovern
Carlson Hatfield Mondale
Church Hollings Montoya

Inouye Morse
Cooper Javits Morton
Curtis Eennedy, Mass, Murphy
Dirksen Eennedy, N.Y. Nelson
Dodd Euchel Ribicoff
Eastland Lausche Smathers
Ervin Long, Mo. Spong
Fannin Long, La. Tydings
Fong McCarthy

So Mr. RusseLL’s amendment was

agreed to.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I send
to the desk an amendment and ask that
it be stated, and ask for a rollcall.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, be-
fore the Senator does that, I ask unani-
mous consent that there be a time limi-
tation of no more than 5 minutes on
the present amendment, the time to be
equally divided.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, will the
majority leader please restate that re-
quest? We could not hear.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Yes;
equally divided.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will be in order. The amendment will
be stated.

The Brr CreErk. The Senator from
Wisconsin [Mr. PROXMIRE] DProposes an
amendment as follows:

5 minutes
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Sec. 1107(d) is amended to read as fol-
lows:

“(d) Section 111 of the Housing Act of
1949 is amended by striking the words ‘the
Secretary’ after ‘disaster’ and inserting in
lieu thereof ‘or which the Secretary has de-
termined is in need of such redevelopment
or rehabilitation as a result of a riot or civil
disorder, he'.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the unanimous-consent re-
quest of the Senator from Montana? The
Chair hears none, and it is so ordered.

Who yields time?

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, it is my
understanding that this is the last record
vote of the evening; so, in behalf of the
minority, I should like to avail myself of
the privilege of asking the distinguished
majority leader what is in store for the
Senate over the next few hours.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, it is
my understanding, as a result of con-
versations with interested Senators who
have amendments to offer, that the dis-
tinguished Senator from West Virginia
[Mr. Byrol will offer an amendment to-
night, which will be accepted by the com-
mittee. Then the distinguished Senator
from Texas will offer an amendment,
which will be laid before the Senate and
will become the pending business tomor-
TOW.

At this time, Mr. President, as to each
remaining amendment, I ask unanimous
consent that there be a time limitation
of 1 hour, the time to be equally divid-
ed between the manager of the bill and
the proponent of the amendment, and 4
hours on the bill itself.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object, does the majority
leader’s request cover amendments not
yet filed?

Mr. MANSFIELD. Yes.

Mr. TOWER. Any amendment.

Mr. MILLER. I have no objection.

Mr, STENNIS. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object, this is an awfully
large bill. I made a study of it yesterday,
and have done what I could here this
afternoon. It involves $5 billion, and we
do not know yet how much of it is new
money and how much is old money.

I am not trying to delay the Senate. I
do not know that I have ever objected to
a unanimous-consent request to limit
time on a major issue. But I think we
have some responsibility here, Mr. Presi-
dent. This is a matter on which there
have been no hearings. The amendment
we considered just a few minutes ago
could very well have been a major mat-
ter. I ask the majority leader to wait un-
til morning before making such a re-
quest.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
withdraw my request.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The re-
quest is withdrawn.

Mr. PROXMIRE, Mr. President, I shall
be very brief. I shall not use all of my
5 minutes.

What this amendment would do, is
simply clarify section 1107(d), and
clarify what I understand was the in-
tentlon of the Senator from Georgia.

The amendment would permit victims
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of riots and disorders to be given priority
in relocating in urban renewal areas upon
the determination of the Secretary of
Housing and Urban Development that
there was a substantial need. The amend-
ment would thus render these benefits
independent of a Presidentially declared
disaster.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. PROXMIRE. I yield.

Mr. HOLLAND. I understood from the
discussion awhile ago that there would
also be included another proviso, that
the recipient of benefits had taken no
part in the riot.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Yes; that is the Bayh
amendment. The Senator from Indiana
intends to offer an amendment to that
effect, I understand.

Mr. BAYH. That is correct.

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. PROXMIRE. I yield.

Mr. RUSSELL. I would say that this
carries out the purport of my amend-
ment, but the Senator from Wisconsin
left the impression that this is what I
favor. I am not much in favor of any
part of title XI.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, as a
matter of interest, why is the-interest
rate established at 3 percent?

Mr. PROXMIRE. This is a policy that
was established some time ago. It repre-
sents a subsidy. The reason for the sub-
sidy is that these people have been
subjected to a disastrous occurrence over
which they had no control, and it repre-
sents an opportunity for them to replace
their homes or their stores.

Mr. SYMINGTON. May I ask the able
Senator what the price of money is
today?

Mr. PROXMIRE. The price of money
for this type of loan, I take it, is prob-
ably in excess of 7 percent.

Mr. SYMINGTON. What is the cost to
the Government? What is the base rate?

Mr. PROXMIRE. The base rate is be-
tween 5 and 6 percent.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a question?

Mr. PROXMIRE. I yield.

Mr. STENNIS. How much is allowed,
under this amendment, to be used for
these loans? What is the limitation?

Mr. PROXMIRE. The limitation is,
of course, up to the Appropriations Com-
mittee, as it always has been in the past,
to decide whether or not they want to
fund the loans. There is no appropriation
in the bill,

Mr. STENNIS. This represents, then,
an open end appropriation for this type
of loan at 3 percent; is that correct?

Mr. PROXMIRE. The Senator is
correct.

Mr. STENNIS. And who in the execu-
tive department will make the decisions
under this amendment?

Mr. PROXMIRE. The Small Business
Administrator.

Mr. MILLER, Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a question?

Mr. PROXMIRE. I am happy to yield.

Mr. MILLER. As I understand it, in
disaster relief legislation, there is a dis-
tinction between——
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

Mr. MILLER. Will the Senator from
Texas yield me 2 minutes?

Mr. TOWER. I yield 2 minutes to the
Senator from Iowa.

Mr. MILLER. As I understand there is
a distinction, in disaster relief, between
a major disaster and just a disaster. With
reference to authority to issue these low-
interest loans, is there any distinction in
the amendment with respect to whether
it is a major disaster or just a disaster?
And if not, would it not be a good idea
to change it to conform to this policy?

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, it does
conform. It requires that the same cri-
teria be met as under existing law. Thus,
the SBA Director is under no compulsion,
now, in the event of a natural disaster, to
provide these loans; heé has to determine,
as the Senator from Iowa has indicated,
that it is a significant disaster. The same
would be true as to this amendment.

Mr. PROXMIRE, Mr. President, I ask
for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I yield
back the remainder of my time.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I yield
back the remainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
having expired, the question is on agree-
ing to the amendment of the Senator
from Wisconsin. On this question, the
yeas and nays have been ordered, and
the clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I an-
nounce that the Senator from Nevada
[Mr. BisLel, the Senator from Hawaii
[Mr. Inouvel, and the Senator from
Missouri [Mr. Lonc] are absent on offi-
cial business.

I also announce that the Senator from
Virginia [Mr. Byrp], the Senator from
Idaho [Mr. CuurcH], the Senator from
Pennsylvania [Mr. CrLark], the Senator
from Connecticut [Mr. Dopp], the Sena-
tor from Mississippi [Mr. EasTrAND], the
Senator from North Carolina [Mr.
Ervinl, the Senator from Oklahoma
[Mr. Harris], the Senator from Indiana
[Mr. HarTkE], the Senator from South
Carolina [Mr. Horrines], the Senator
from Massachusetts [Mr. KENNEDY], the
Senator from New York [Mr. KENNEDY],
the Senator from Ohio [Mr. LAUSCHE],
the Senator from Louisiana [Mr. Long],
the Senator from Minnesota [Mr. Mc-
CarTHY1, the Senator from Arkansas
[Mr. McCLeLran]l, the Senator from
Wyoming [Mr. McGee], the Senator
from South Dakota [Mr. McGoVERN], the
Senator from Minnesota [Mr, MoNDALE],
the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. MoN-
toval, the Senator from Oregon [Mr.
Morsg], the Senator from Wisconsin
[Mr. NeLson], the Senator from Rhode
Island [Mr. PastoRre], the Senator from
Connecticut [Mr. Risicorrl, the Senator
from Florida [Mr. SmaTHERS], the Sena-
tor from Virginia [Mr. Sronc], and the
Senator from Maryland [Mr. TypInGs]
are necessarily absent.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from Virginia
[Mr. Byrol, the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania [Mr. Crark], the Senator from
WMississippi [Mr. EastLanp], the Senator
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from North Carolina [Mr. Ervin], the
Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. KEN-
NEDY], the Senator from New York [Mr.
KennNEpY], the Senator from Ohio [Mr.
LavuscHe], the Senator from Oregon [Mr.
Morgse], the Senator from Rhode Island
[Mr. Pastore]l, the Senator from Con-
necticut [Mr. Risicorr]l, the Senator
from Florida [Mr. SmaTHERS], the Sena-
tor from Virginia [Mr. Sponc], and the
Senator from Maryland [Mr. TypIiNGs],
would each vote yea.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I announce
that the Senator from Utah [Mr. BEN-
~NETT], the Senator from Kansas [Mr.
CarLsoNn], the Senators from Kentucky
[Mr. CoorEr and Mr. MorTon]1, the Sen-
ator from Nebraska [Mr. Curtisl, the
Senator from Illinois [Mr. DIRKSEN], the
Senator from Arizona [Mr. Fannin], the
Senator from Hawaii [Mr. Fowcl, the
Senator from Oregon [Mr. HATFIELD],
the Senator from New York [Mr. JaviTs],
and the Senators from California [Mr.
Kvucrern and Mr. MURPHY] are neces-
sarily absent.

The Senator from Michigan [Mr. GriF-
FIN] is detained on official business.

If present and voting, the Senator
from Utah [Mr. Bennerr], the Senator
from Nebraska [Mr. Curris], the Sena-
tor from Illinois [Mr. DIrksSEN], the Sen-
ator from Arizona [Mr. Fanwninl, the
Senator from Michigan [Mr. GRIFFIN],
the Senator from Oregon [Mr. HaT-
FIELD], the Senator from New York [Mr.
Javirsl, and the Senators from Califor-
nia [Mr. KuvucHer and Mr. MURPHY]
would each vote “yea.”

The result was announced—yeas 56,
nays 2, as follows:

[No. 166 Leg.]
YEAS—b56
Alken Hansen Pearson
Allott Hart Pell
Anderson Hayden Percy
Baker Hickenlooper Prouty
Bartlett Hill Proxmire
Bayh Holland Randolph
Boggs Hruska Russell
Brewster Jackson Scott
Brooke Jordan, N.C. Smith
Burdick Jordan, Idaho Sparkman
Byrd, W. Va. Magnuson Symington
Cannon Mansfield Talmadge
Case McIntyre Tower
Cotton Willlams, N.J
Dominick Miller Williams, Del
Ellender Monroney Yar
Fulbright Moss Young, N, Dak
QGore Mundt Young, Ohio
Gruening Muskie
NAYS—2
Stennis Thurmond
NOT VOTING—42
Bennett Griffin MeClellan
Bible Harrls McGee
Byrd, Va. Hartke MecGovern
Carlson Hatfleld Mondale
Church Hollings Montoya
Clark Inouye Morse
Cooper Javits Morton
Curtis Kennedy, Mass. Murphy
Dirksen EKennedy, N.Y. Nelson
Dodd Euchel Pastore
Eastland Lausche Ribicoff
Ervin Long, Mo, Smathers
Fannin Long, La. Spong
Fong McCarthy Tydings
So Mr. Proxmire’s amendment was
agreed to.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, I
move to reconsider the vote by which the
amendment was agreed to.

Mr. HOLLAND. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

May 27, 1968

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.
AMENDMENT NO. 830

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, I cal’ up my amendment No. 830
and ask that it be read.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment offered by the Senator from
West Virginia will be stated.

The legislative clerk proceeded to read
the amendment.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr, Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that
further reading of the amendment be
dispensed with,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered; and without
objection, the amendment will be printed
in the RECORD.

The amendment is as follows:

On page 11, line 3, after “organization” in-
sert “or public body or agency”.

On page 11, line 14, after “organization”
insert “or public body or agency”.

On page 15, line 5, after “organization"
insert “or public body or agency”.

On page 31, line 14, after “organizations™
insert “or public bodies or agencies”.

On page 31, line 25, after “organizations"
insert “or public bodies or agencies”.

On page 32, line 18, strike out “the” and
insert “any".

On page 55, line 8, after “221" insert “, or
by a public body or agency”.

On page 69, line 6, after “entity,” insert “a
public body or agency,”.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, I modify my amendment by strik-
ing out all verbiage beginning with and
including line 7 on page 1 and extending
through and including line 5 on page 2.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment is so modified.

Does the Senator ask unanimous con-
sent that his amendments be considered
en bloc?

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I do.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, the amendment I have offered
would simply give to local housing au-
thorities the right to purchase, rehabili-
tate, and sell housing units to low-income
families. It is my understanding that
local housing authorities do not now
have this authority under new section
101 of this bill, nor does the bill propose
giving those authorities such authority.

I have discussed this matter with the
chairman of the Banking and Currency
Committee, and he believes that my
amendment will be very helpful in fur-
thering the prospects of homeownership
for low-income families.

Under existing law, when the income
of families oceupying public housing
reaches certain levels, they are no longer
eligible as public housing tenants and are
required to move out. Oftentimes these
families’ incomes are not sufficient for
them to move into housing carrying an
economic rent and, in some instances,
they are required to either double up with
other families or move into slum areas or
dilapidated housing.

Under my amendment, the local hous-
ing authorities could be further helpful
to these families by offering to sell to
them rehabilitated units, thus helping
them on the step toward homeownership.

If I understand the bill correctly, these
families generally would be families who
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would be eligible to receive the home-
ownership interest rate subsidy feature
of section 101 of the bill. I should like to
ask the chairman of the Banking and
Currency Committee if this would be
true.

Mr. SPARKMAN. The Senator is cor-
rect.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. It is my
further understanding that the authority
that my amendment would give to local
housing authorities would be the same
authority that nonprofit organizations
are given under title I of the bill in re-
spect to sponsoring housing for lower
income families. I should also like to ask
the chairman of the Banking and Cur-
rency Committee if this is a true state-
ment.

Mr. SPARKMAN. The Senator is cor-
rect.

I may say that I have discussed this
amendment with the Senator from West
Virginia, and we collaborated in the
changes that were made in the amend-
ment.

I have discussed it with the distin-
guished Senator from Texas, and he
shares with me, I believe, the feeling that
it would be a helpful amendment.

Mr. TOWER. I believe it is a very con-
structive amendment, and for my side,
we are prepared to accept it.

Mr. SPARKMAN. We are prepared to
accept it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the amendments
of the Senator from West Virginia.

The amendments were agreed to.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, I offer
two technical amendments.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendments offered by the Senator from
Alabama will be stated.

The bill clerk read the amendments,
as follows:

On page 81, line 22, strike out “PrROGRAMS"
and insert ‘FLEXIBLE INTEREST RATES FOR CER-
TAIN FHA INSURANCE PROGRAMS",

On page 156, strike out line 17 and insert
“; and”.

On page 303, line 12, strike out “interest”
and insert “interests”.

Mr. SPARKMAN, Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the amendments
be considered en bloe.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. HART
in the chair). Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. What
would the amendments do?

Mr. SPARKMAN. It is purely tech-
nical; nothing substantive.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the amendments of
the Senator from Alabama.

The amendments were agreed to.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, I offer
another amendment. It is not entirely
technical.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment offered by the Senator from
Alabama will be stated.

The bill clerk read the amendment, as
follows:

After line 4, page 3, insert the following:

“Sec. 5. The provision of Public Law 89-
426 for speclal studies of the savings and loan
industry is amended by striking ‘1968' and
inserting in lieu thereof ‘1969’.”

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, this
amendment relates to a study that has
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been authorized by Congress, in which
the time set was 1968. This amendment
would extend the time for 1 year.

Mr. TOWER. This amendment re-
quires no additional funding?

Mr. SPARKMAN. No.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, may
I say that I found it quite difficult to
analyze the expression on the face of the
Senator from Delaware as he listened to
this explanation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the amendment
offered by the Senator from Alabama.

The amendment was agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 828

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I call up
my amendment No. 828.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The bill clerk read the amendment, as
follows:

On page 156, line 19, strike out “$500,000,-
000" and insert “$250,000,000".

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the time for de-
bate on this amendment tomorrow be
limited to 1 hour, 30 minutes to be under
the control of the distinguished Senator
from Alabama and 30 minutes to be un-
der my control.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that time be limited
to 1 hour on all subsequent amendments
that I might offer, 30 minutes to be under
the control of the Senator from Ala-
bama and 30 minutes to be under my
control.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The unanimous-consent agreement,
subsequently reduced to writing, is as
follows:

UNANTMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT

Ordered, That during the further con-
sideration of the bill (8. 3497) to assist in
the provision of housing for low- and mod-
erate-income families, and to extend and
amend laws relating to housing and urban
development. debate on the pending amend-
ment (No. 828) and all other amendments to
be offered by the Senator from Texas [Mr.
Tower] shall be limited to 1 hour, to be
equally divided and controlled by the Sen-
ator from Texas [Mr. Tower] and the Sena-
tor from Alabama [Mr. SPARKMAN].

Mr. McINTYRE. Mr. President, it has
long been recognized that decent housing
alone will not resolve the crisis of our
cities. But it is a giant step along the
way. And it is for that reason that I
gladly support the Housing and Urban
Development Act of 1968.

President Johnson has called this leg-
islation “a charter of renewed hope for
the American city.” If we can build and
rebuild in 10 years enough good housing
to replace substantially all of the sub-
standard homes that scar our cities and
stunt the development of our people—
if we can move ahead with other pro-
grams so important to our national life,
then we will be able fo say of the pa-
tient—in this case the American city—
that the crisis has passed.

The new measure before us has as its
goal 6 million new and rehabilitated
dwelling units for low- and moderate-
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income families within the next decade.
It aspires to 300,000 housing starts
within the next fiscal year and 2.35 mil-
lion within the next 5 years,

Reaching these goals will strain our
means—both public and private—for
production, but should also result in new
and better means for achieving our ends.
The legislation we are considering con-
tains new and innovative approaches to
greater production—the interest subsidy
for both homeownership and rental
housing, the turnkey method of develop-
ing public housing, and most intriguing—
the proposed National Housing Partner-
ships.

During consideration of this legislation
before the Banking and Currency Com-
mittee, it became obvious that the hous-
ing industry in this Nation—though very
large—is fantastically fragmented. No
single existing entity accounts for more
than one-third of 1 percent of the mar-
ket, and very few firms carry out home-
building activities on anything ap-
proaching a national scale. As a result,
none of the savings or expertise of vol-
ume production have been accruing to
the homebuilding industry.

The proposed National Housing Part-
nerships would remedy this. A national
organization devoted solely to the pro-
duction of low- and moderate-income
housing could recruit top managerial
and technical staff—experts in the field
of housing production and manage-
ment—provide needed capital and op-
erate on a nationwide basis, achieving
volume production economies,

Mr. President, the National Housing
Partnerships idea is the most interesting
result of a year-long study undertaken
by the President’s Commission on Ur-
ban Housing, chaired by Edgar F. Kaiser.
The Commission was pledged to find new
ways to involve private enterprise in
constructing low- and moderate-income
housing. Their suggestions warrant our
close consideration—and may I state
here—the Commission has endorsed vir-
tually all of the provisions of this omni-
bus bill.

Testifying before the Banking and
Currency Committee with regard to the
partnerships idea, Chairman Kaiser said:

In the course of develo proposal
without asking for a pll;&?h ﬂ?i.fs finanelal
participation, we contacted a broad segment
of large industry to determine whether this
proposal would receive industrial support.
Based upon the response of the chief execu-
tives of those firms contacted, we are con-
ﬂda;g that sufficient funds can be gen-
era 3

Mr. President, as provided in title TX
of this bill the mechanics of the partner-
ships are simple. It would create a fed-
erally chartered corporation which
would serve as the general partner and
managing agent of the National Part-
nership. Each of the stockholders, in-
dustrial and financial companies, could
be limited partners. The corporation,
specifically organized to provide essential
management skills in housing develop-
ment, would be the general partner. It
would receive a fee for supplying staff
and organizational skills in planning
specific local projects.

Each large investor would put not
more than 5 percent in the corporation’s
stock, and the balance in the partnership.
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As a limited partner he would not be
liable for the debts of the partnership
beyond his investment.

The partnership would join with local
builders, investors and developers to pro-
duce housing, The partnership would
generally be limited to 25 percent owner-
ship of any project.

Mr. President, this arrangement vir-
tually assures an adequate return to in-
vestors and yet it involves no change in
existing tax law. Under the present In-
ternal Revenue code partnership losses,
for tax purposes, flow to the individual
partners. In the case of new housing
units, the annual depreciation of the
building costs results in substantial book
losses during the first 10 years. The mem-
ber’s share of the depreciation losses, plus
cash income from project operations,
provides an after-tax return on his in-
vestment that would compare favorably
with the return realized by most indus-
trial firms on their equity capital.

With this incentive, private investors
should be attracted by the opportunity to
earn a fair return, while at the same time
helping to solve a national problem.

The potential of this plan and its inter-
est for developers is magnificently illus-
trated by the experience of Matthew J.
Domber of New York. Mr. Domber, a de-
veloper, recently wrote to several mem-
bers of the committee expressing his sup-
port for the National Housing Partner-
ships and I ask unanimous consent to
have his letter printed at this point in
the RECORD.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

DoMBER & WARD,
ATTORNEYS AT LAw,
New York, N.Y., May 9, 1968.
Re National Housing Partnerships: Title IX,
Proposed Housing and Urban Develop-
ment Act of 1968.

I am writing to urge your support of the
proposed National Housing Partnerships pro-
vision of the Housing and Urban Develop-
ment Act of 1968.

Over the past ten years, I have observed
from a variety of vantage points the unfold-
ing of various local and national programs
designed to meet the housing needs of low
income families,

At various times during this period I have
served as special development counsel to
such major redevelopers as Tishman Realty
and Construction Company, as executive vice-
president of a leading New York develop-
ment corporation specializing in middle-
income housing, as First Deputy New York
City Rent and Rehabilitation Administrator
and, at present, as consultant to such orga-
nizations as The Metropolitan Detroit Citi-
zens Development Authority, The Ford Foun-
dation, the Committee on Housing of the
New York City Council and as a principal in
a number of urban development projects in
the Metropolitan New York area,

It has become increasingly clear that the
housing industry, as presently constituted, is
incapable of meeting the challenge of hous-
ing low income families. The scale is wrong,
the risks and stresses are much higher than
compensible within a framework of low rents,
the management and social problems are be-
yond the experience and capabilities of most
builders, etec., etc. These constraints and
others have been enumerated again and again
by most students of housing problems and
are now “old hat.”

But what can be done about 1t? How do we
break the mold and make a start towards de-
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veloping new institutions and new ways of
organizing the housing market?

When one realizes that between 1961 and
1966 a total of only 48,000 apartments were
insured by FHA under Section 221(d)(3)
BMIR, the magnitude of the task of meeting
the announced goal of constructing six mil-
lion low income housing units over the next
ten years becomes apparent.

It is in this context that I commend the
proposed National Housing Partnerships
which, in my opinion, represents a construc-
tive beginning to creating a housing instru-
mentality with the potential of achieving na-
tional scope.

The authorization to create a corporation
under national auspices which could serve as
the general partner in a series of partner-
ships with local interests participating as
limited partners may one day be looked back
upon as a milestone in housing legislation,
This limited partnership form offers a vehicle
for a national-local community link-up that
can combine the advantages of large-scale
market organization, expertise and sound fi-
nancing with sensitivity to local need, util-
ization of local skills and industry and ob-
taining the maximum benefit from the
knowledge of local conditions and require-
ments found only within the community.

At the same time, by obviously appealing to
the investor interested in tax writeoffs with-
out management involvement or responsi-
bility, it has the potential of tapping sub-
stantial sources of investment capital. It
should also have further appeal to the large
corporate entities, as well as to the small,
which can look forward to a national housing
market as giving them an outlet for mass-
produced building products and materials
at low unit prices. Union labor should bene-
fit from the potential construction volume
which offers a possible road to rationally ap-
proaching industrialized construction
through a guaranteed annual wage. Local
contractors should benefit from being
plugged into a system which simplifies their
overhead problems and paper work, reduces
their risks and permits them to devote their
energies and talents to the construction proc-
ess for which they are best organized. Most
of all the conumer benefits, particularly the
low income consumer, for whom a standard
dwelling at reasonable cost can be provided.

In short, there is appeal to all, provided
that the national partnership functions in a
manner that is truly responsive to local com=-
munity needs and provides maximum parti-
cipation for local interests of all kinds. Its
ability to function in this way will be the
true test of its ultimate stability.

In Detroit, as a development consultant to
the Metropolitan Detroit Citizens Develop-
ment Authority (really in microcosm a first
cousin to a National Housing Partnership),
I have seen at first hand the potential that
a local, private non-profit corporation can
realize when it harnesses for the common
objective of providing housing for low in-
come families the combined might of local
government, local business and industrial
leaders, local labor leaders, local community
leaders and local clvic and religious leaders.
The incorporators of MDCDO were Detroit
Mayor Jerome Cavanagh, Walter Reuther,
President of the United Auto Workers, and
Walker Cisler, Chairman of the Board of the
Detroit Edison Company. It numbers among
its officers and directors such national and
community leaders as Most Reverend John
Dearden, Archbishop of Detroit, Raymond
Perring, Chairman of the Board of the De-
troit Bank & Trust Company, Henry Ford II,
Chairman of the Board of the Ford Motor
Company, James Roche, President of General
Motors Corp., Roy Chapin, Chairman of the
Board of American Motors Corp., Virgil Boyd,
President of Chrysler Corp,, Willlam Day,
President of Michigan Bell Telephone Com-
pany, Father Malcolm Carron, President of
the University of Detroit, Joseph Hudson,
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President of The J. L. Hudson Company,
James Wadsworth, President of NAACP, Max
Fisher, Francis Kornegay, Executive Director
of the Detroit Urban League, Mrs. Mattie
Myers, Ralph Bunche Community Council,
and others of similar stature too numerous
to list. In brief its composition is virtually a
“Who's—Who" of Detroit, representing all
major business, labor, eivie, religious, com-
munity and ethnic groups.

Since beginning operations in August,
1867, with the hiring of its dynamie, young
executive director, Edward Robinson, it has
ralsed more than $650,000 to finance its in-
itial efforts, has replanned with the aid of
an internationally assembled team of ex-
pert consultants an urban renewal area for
upper income residents to one designed for
low income families along new and innova-
tive lines, has brought this project in less
than six months to the point where con-
struction is now ready to begin on the first
300 apartments one year earlier than the
City had thought possible, has begun sev-
eral housing demonstration projects and is
studying others, is extending its expertise
and finanecial resources to ald community
groups to plan their own neighborhoods, is
developing a metropolitan housing strategy
almed at utilizing public and private funds
to construct thousands of dwelling units in
the Metropolitan Detroit area during the
next five years and is preparing a campaign
to raise more than six million dollars from
the business community and foundations for
carrying out its purposes.

These rapid strides have been made pos-
sible in less than ten months by the com-
bination of adequate financing and working
capital, ability to call upon national ex-
pertise and consultants, the prestige, com-
mitment and political and economic im-
pact of the sponsors, and their ability to
obtain the attention of government at all
levels, the ability to call upon needed re-
sources, skills and inputs from the busi-
ness community and the ability to borrow
top-level Industry personnel for specific mis-
slons, to name just a few of the more ob-
vious plus factors.

The fact is, that no other group, public
or private, and certainly not a private spon-
sor or even a non-profit sponsor of lesser
magnitude, could have moved as expeditious-
ly or accomplished so much in so short a
period of time. It is all the more remarkable
when you consider that all of this has been
done working cooperatively and in partner-
ship with the local community groups af-
fected by each project.

The accomplishments of MDCDA, as dra-
matic as they are when compared with what
is happening in other cities, are relatively
minor when viewed in the light of the na-
tional potential that the National Housing
Partnership could unleash. Just imagine
what it could accomplish with a blanket al-
location of 500 million dollars in BMIR
1% funds per year, backed by the working
capital and staff to put this financing to work
in partnership with MDCDA-type non-profit
organizations and with local for-profit con-
sortiums of similar prestige in every metro-
politan area.

The lesson for every city concerned with
problems similar to those of Detroit is ob-
vious. Persons of the caliber of those spon-
soring MDCDA exist in every major urban
area of this country. All that is needed is an
awareness of how organization and unity of
purpose can achleve results and an igniting
spark to set things in motion.

In my judgment, the proposed National
Housing Partnership, properly administered,
can provide that spark and can provide the
national expertise and stimulis to enlight-
ened local action. It can provide the catalyst
to fuse the organization of each metropoli-
tan area into a national housing market giv-
ing needed Incentive for the long-required
updating of our construction industry.
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For the reasons stated, I strongly com-
mend for your support the proposed Article
IX.

Sincerely,
MATTHEW J. DOMBER.

Mr. McINTYRE. Mr. President, I be-
lieve the words of Mr. Domber and the
testimony of Mr. Kaiser are eloguent
arguments for this plan. I believe, too,
that the challenge before us today to do
everything possible—to explore every
path—in order to build homes for our
people is obvious. The proposed legisla-
tion before us is the place to start.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, no
further business will be considered to-
night in connection with the pending
measure.

ORDER FOR RECESS TO 10 A.M.
TOMORROW

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that when the Sen-
ate completes its business this evening,
it stand in recess until 10 o'clock tomor-
row morning.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for a question?

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Does that mean that
when the Senate convenes at 10 o’clock
tomorrow morning, there will be no
period for the transaction of routine
morning business and that we will go
immediately into debate on the bill?

Mr. MANSFIELD. That is correct.

INTEREST ON LOANS AND
MORTGAGES

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate pro-
ceed to the consideration of Calendar No.
1102, S. 3017.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be stated by title.

The LEcisLATIVE CLERK. A bill (8. 3017)
to change the provision with respect to
the maximum rate of interest permitted
on loans and mortgages insured under
title XI of the Merchant Marine Act,
1936.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the present consideration of
the bill?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill, which had
been reported from the Committee on
Commerce, with amendments, on page
1, after “(5)” at the beginning of line 5
strike out “Shall” and insert “shall”;
and on page 2, in line 2, after the word
“of" strike out “Commerce.” and insert
“Commerce;"”; so as to make the bill
read:

- S. 3017

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in 00!'!9!‘333 assembled, That sec-
tion 1104(a)(5) of the Merchant Marine
Act, 1936, as amended, is amended to read
as follows:

“(5) shall secure bonds, notes, or other
obligations bearing interest (exclusive of
premium charges for insurance and service
cha.rges (if any) at rates not to exceed such
per centum per annum on the principal
obligation outstanding as the Secretary of
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Commerce determines to be reasonable, tak-
ing into account the range of interest rates
prevailing in the private market for similar
loans and the risks assumed by the Depart-
ment of Commerce;"

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the amendments
be considered en bloc.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres-
ident, may we have an explanation of
the bill?

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, the
purpose of S. 3017, introduced at the re-
quest of the Secretary of Commerce,
would remove the 6-percent statutory
interest ceiling on loans and mortgages
insured under title XI of the Merchant
Marine Act, 1936, as amended, and give
the Secretary of Commerce the authority
to approve such interest rates as he de-
termines to be reasonable, taking into
account the range of interest rates pre-
vailing in the private market for similar
loans and the risks assumed by the De-
partment of Commerce.

That is a brief explanation.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I shall
not object to the bill. I realize it is neces-
sary under the circumstances. However, I
point out here again that the reason
this bill is necessary is to keep pace with
the high-interest policies of this admin-
istration. It is a policy under which in-
terest rates already have passed 6 per-
cent, and they are moving into the range
of 7 to 8 percent. Unless some action is
taken by the administration and Con-
gress to exercise some degree of fiscal re-
straint there is no limit on where they
Ccan go.

I hope the administration and Con-
gress together will be able to take appro-
priate steps to eliminate the necessity
for this ever-increasing interest rate.

Mr. President, it is rather significant
that during the last several years of the
Eisenhower administration we heard al-
most daily speeches expressing great
concern about the high interest rates,
which were then approaching 4 percent.
Today, as we get to nearly 7 percent
those voices have become strangely si-
lent. Why? Have they no concern over
the plight of the borrower?

I would hope that some Senators would
join us in expressing as much concern
over the T-percent interest rates as they
did when the interest rate was nearly
one-half of what it is today. Small busi-
nessmen, farmers, and homeowners can-
not cope with the interest rates under
the Johnson administration.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I am
in complete accord with what the Sen-
ator from Delaware has said. I hope this
warning—and the warning flags are be-
coming more numerous—is taken cog-
nizance of. It has been by the adminis-
tration but I hope that the Congress will
do so as well, so that in tandem we can
face up to this joint responsibility.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the Recorp an
excerpt from the report (No. 1119), ex-
plaining the purposes of the bill.

There being no objection, the excerpt
was ordered to be printed in the Recorb,
as follows:
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PURPOSE OF THE BILL

8. 3017, introduced at the request of the
Secretary of Commerce would remove the 6-
percent statutory interest ceiling on loans
and mortgages insured under title XI of the
Merchant Marine Act, 1936, as amended, and
give the Secretary of Commerce the authority
to approve such interest rates as he deter-
mines to be reasonable, taking into account
the range of interest rates prevailing in the
private market for similar loans and the risks
assumed by the Department of Commerce,

BACKGROUND AND EXPLANATION OF THE BILL

Under title XI of the Merchant Marine
Act, 1936, the Secretary of Commerce is au-
thorized to insure up to $1 billion outstand-
ing of ship mortgages and loans, and such
insurance may be for the benefit of holders of
bonds and notes (merchant marine bonds)
issued under a trust indenture under which
the trustee is the mortgagee or lender. The
faith of the United States is pledged to the
payment of both interest and principal of
insured mortgages and loans. In the event
of default, the Secretary is required to make
cash payments simply upon the assignment
to him of the mortgage or loan. These pay-
ments are made from the Federal ship mort-
gage insurance fund, which is a revolving
fund consisting of receipts from insurance
premiums, other fees, and appropriations
made to the fund. If the fund is inadequate
to pay claims, the Secretary is authorized to
borrow from the Treasury to satisfy claims.

Section 1104(a) (5) of the Merchant Marine
Act, 1936, provides that to be eligible for
mortgage insurance a ship mortgage must,
among other requirements, secure bonds,
notes, or other obligations bearing interest
(exclusive of premium charges for insurance)
at a rate not to exceed 5 percent per annum
on the unpaid principal balance or not to ex-
ceed 6 percent per annum on such balance
if the Secretary of Commerce finds that in
certain areas or under special circumstances
the mortgage or lending market demands it.

By reference to section 1104(a) (5), sec-
tion 1104(b) (6) places the same requirement
on loans with respect to the maximum inter-
est rate if they are to be eligible for insur-
ance. This refers to loans which are made to
finance construction of the ship and which
preceded the mortgage which is placed on
the ship after the ship is completed.

The bill would amend section 1104(a) (5)
to substitute for the 5- and 6-percent maxi-
mums a provision that the interest rate shall
not exceed a rate determined by the Secretary
of Commerce to be reasonable, taking into ac-
count the range of interest rates prevailing
in the private market for similar loans and
the risks assumed by the Department of
Commerce. Under this language, there could
be circumstances under which the rate deter-
mined by the Secretary to be reasonable
would exceed 6 percent.

Since November 1966, the Department has
approved interest rates under the terms of
the existing law as follows:

Interest rate (percent): Date approved

5.75 -=-. Nov, 17, 1966
. Jof 1Sl e R S A AR Feb. 1, 1067
T e e Gl SRS e T, Mar. 20, 1967
L RS B S S R e Apr. 21, 1967
B e e May 25, 1967
D June 28, 1967
B e Aug. 10, 1967

At the present time there are applications
for mortgage and loan insurance totaling
$314,075,100 (of which financing of $35,500,-
000 has already been arranged) for 70 ships
and 691 barges which are to be bulilt by pri-
vate owners with privately generated funds
to upgrade and modernize the American mer-
chant marine, Under existing law, since the
market requires a rate of interest higher than
6 percent, the Department cannot insure
these loans and mortgages and the vessels
therefore cannot be built.
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CONCLUSION

Enactment of this bill will greatly facili-
tate the construction of vessels to upgrade
the seriously depleted merchant marine.
That there is a necessity for revitalizing the
fleet seems beyond dispute and enactment of
this measure will aid in that effort without
additional cost or risk to the Government.
The provisions of title XI of the Merchant
Marine Act, 1936, as amended, require the
Secretary of Commerce to exercise discretion
in insuring loans and mortgages and the
Secretary is required to determine the eco-
nomic feasibility and soundness of the proj-
ect as a prerequisite to insuring the loan or
mortgage.

This history of the Federal ship mortgage
insurance program testifies to the soundness
and wisdom of this program and the neces-
sity for continuing its active use by enact-
ment of this bill. In the 14 years the program
has been in operation the Government has
acted prudently and wisely in granting in-
surance, as is indicated by the fact that ap-
proximately $4 million a year, before admin-
istrative expenses, accrues to the United
States from operation of the fund. The wit-
ness from the Maritime Administration tes-
tified that the change in law sought by this
bill would probably result in increased rev-
enues to the Government rather than any
additional expense.

COST OF THE LEGISLATION

Enactment of this bill would result in no
additional expense to the Government.

The amendments were agreed to.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
for a third reading, was read the third
time, and passed.

COAST GUARD AUTHORIZATIONS,
1969

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate pro-
ceed to the consideration of Calendar
1103, HR. 15224,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be stated by title.

The LeGISLATIVE CLERK. A bill (H.R.
15224) to authorize appropriations for
procurement of vessels and aircraft and
construction of shore and offshore es-
tablishments for the Coast Guard.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the present consideration of
the bill?

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object, it is my understand-
ing that the Senator from Michigan [Mr.
GrirFIN] wanted to be notified before
this bill was taken up.

Mr. MANSFIELD. The Senator is cor-
rect. I have talked with the Senator from
Michigan. He told us to go ahead and
it is only on that basis that we are tak-
ing it up at this time. It does meet with
his approval.

Mr, TOWER. I have no objection.

There being no objections, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the REcorp an excerpt from the report
(No. 1120), explaining the purposes of
the bill.

There being no objection, the excerpt
was ordered to be printed in the Recorb,
as follows:

PURPOSE OF THE BILL
The purpose of the bill is to authorize ap-

propriations for the capital requirements of
the Coast Guard for ships, planes, shore fa-
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cilities, alds to navigation, and bridge recon-
struction for the fiscal year 1969.

BACKGROUND

The original request contained in the
Coast Guard authorization bills (S. 3034 and
H.R. 15224) was for $107 million as compared
with the request for $107,014,000 of last year.
In enacting H.R. 15224 the House of Repre-
sentatives authorized the appropriation of an
additional $29 million for the construction
of three high-endurance cutters rather than
for just the one such vessel requested. The
committee, belleving the action of the House
of Representatives to be prudent and well
founded, concurs in the authorization of
funds for three high-endurance cutters and
recommends enactment of the measure as
passed by the House of Representatives.

The Coast Guard is presently operating 33
high-endurance cutters, and during previous
years funds have been made available for the
replacement of 10 of these vessels. Of this
number, one is in actual operation and two
will be avallable in the near future. Of the
remaining 23 vessels, six were built in or
about 1936, and five are converted World
War II seaplane tenders. All of these vessels
are overage, At the present rate of replace-
ment—one per year—the last one will not
be replaced for another 20 or so years.
In the light of the rigorous service to which
these vessels are subjected, maintaining
weather stations in the Atlantic and Pacific,
and service with the Navy in Vietnam, the
rate of replacement appears to be unreason-
ably slow. Under the circumstances, the com-
mittee, while it is consclous of the many de-
mands upon the budget, believes that the
addition of two more cutters to the present
authorization is fully warranted.

In addition to its other duties, the Coast
Guard is required to conform to certain
Navy requirements with respect to antisub-
marine warfare, ocean station duties, and
search and rescue functions in time of emer-
gency. In addition, the high-endurance cut-
ters are required to have certain capabilities
with respect to balloon tracking radar and
communications equipment to permit coor-
dination with Navy vessels in time of emer-
gency. The fact that these vessels are avail-
able for such service permits the Navy to cut
down on its own requirements in this field,
since these vessels can be deployed on rela-
tively short notice.

The bill provides for construction of an
oceanographic cutter to replace an overage
buoy tender presently serving in this field.
The Coast Guard has been assigned very
substantial responsibilities in connection
with the oceanographic program of the Unit-
ed States, and It is essential that it have
proper equipment to support its activities.
The vessel presently in use is not capable
of supplying information on certain ice con-
ditions in the far north because its con-
struction is not such as to enable it to ap-
proach and remain in the necessary areas of
study during certain periods of the year.
The new vessel would be ice strengthened
and would be specifically designed for the
service to which it would ke assigned, There
can be no question of the fact that the study
of oceanoagraphy is rapldly assuming major
importance in our Government, and It is
essential that those charged with the collec-
tion of knowledge have the proper equipment
to perform their functions.

The Coast Guard historically has been en-
gaged in the collection of knowledge from
the sea and it is peculiarly fitted to assume
a major role in this fleld. However, it can-
not perform its functions properly with to-
tally inadequate equipment, and hence, the
committee strongly endorses its request for
this new vessel.

In this connectlon, there is also a request
for procurement and installation of eight
sensor systems and three monitor buoys in
the amount of $450,000. The purpose of these
systems and buoys is to provide oceano-
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graphic and meteorological data in support
of the national oceanographic program. Each
sensor system will make temperature, salin-
ity, and current observations and record
the information. At unmanned stations it is
necessary to provide, in addition to the
recording devices, a telemetering capability
to forward the data to a collecting point.
This expenditure can clearly be justified on
the ground that it is relatively inexpensive
but at the same time a vitally important
element in the entire oceanographic pro-
gram, and the data secured by this means
are obtained at substantially less cost than
other data-collecting devices such as ships.

A request is made for construction of a
coastal buoy tender. This is designed to oper-
ate in and about Chesapeake Bay as a re-
placement for two overage vessels. This ves-
sel, when constructed, will permit the ren-
dering of necessary service to aids to naviga-
tion with 35 men as compared with the 56
presently operating on the two vessels in
use.

A number of the requests for funds made
by Coast Guard are virtually mandatory. In
this classification the committee places the
construction of a buoy tender, barge depot,
and moorings to permit assumption of its
statutory responsibility with respect to navi-
gation aids on the lower Mississippi. The
area from Baton Rouge, La. to Natchez,
Miss., a distance of 118 miles, has been under
the control of the Corps of Engineers, which
has maintained the navigation alds on a re-
imbursable basis, This function can no long-
er be continued by the Corps of Engineers
and in consequence it is n to pro-
vide appropriate facilities for Coast Guard
operation.

Some 4 years ago, the Coast Guard ac-
quired Governors Island, N.Y,, from the Army
and over the years has been maintaining an
improvement program at that site to adapt
the location for its needs.

The island is located immediately south of
Manhattan Island, New York City, and ferry
service is required to transport men and ma-
teriel from Manhattan. The Army main-
tained this service with three ferryboats
each with about a 30-car capacity. These
vessels were taken over by the Coast Guard
at the time of its acquisition of the island.
The smallest was a steam ferry built in
1928 which is reaching the end of its useful
life. It was testified that a surplus ferry can
be obtained from the city of New York for
$150,000 which would be substantially less
than the cost of repairing and rebuilding
the existing ferry. In addition, the new ves-
sel will permit the elimination of one crew-
member, and the committee recommends ap~
proval of this item.

Other work planned for the New York
base at Governors Island is the construction
of a sewage system to connect with the mu-
nicipal system. At the present time, sewage is
dumped in the New York Harbor and this
condition must be corrected. This proposal
would result in a system meeting Federal
standards and will eliminate the pollution
condition by pumping the sewage underwater
to the municipal system.

Chiefly by reason of the failure of a vessel
replacement program to keep pace with Coast
Guard needs, a continuing program of up-
grading existing vessels must be maintained.
These include modernization of five buoy
tenders presently engaged in servicing float-
ing aids to navigation and icebreaking. Be-
cause increased duties require increased man-
ning, it is proposed to enlarge berthing areas
on two coastal tenders, install high-capacity
generators on five tenders, and air-condition
living spaces on six tenders.

Along the same lines, similar improvements
are scheduled on three of the eight ice-
breakers operated by the Coast Guard, by
way of rearrangement of working areas, im-
proving berthing areas, sanitary facilities;
and ventilation. Installation of secure com-
munications on one icebreaker will facilltate
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communication with the Navy, as required.
These vessels are, with one exception, over-
age now and will be required to operate for
some 10 more years under the present pro-
gram. The ships were designed to accom-
modate 111 men and over 170 men are now
quartered in these same spaces. No major
changes have been made in arrangments of
working and storage spaces since the vessels
were designed in 1940. These vessels are the
last of the fleet to receive these improve-
ments, and in view of the necessity for keep-
ing the vessels in operation for a long period
of time, there can be no question of the
necessity of this expenditure. In the same
situation are six high-endurance cutters built
in 1936. Accommodations considered adequate
in those days are much lower than desirable
under present conditions, and the expendi-
ture of a million dollars appears to be com-
pletely justified to increase space allowance
per man and generally improve living condi-
tions for the crews.

Over the years balloon tracking radar
equipment has been installed on a number
of these vessels to meet requirements of the
Department of Defense and the International
Civil Aviation Organization. Installation of
this equipment eliminates the only recreation
area on this particular group of cutters and
necessitates rearrangement of space to find
substitute areas.

Request for replacement of aircraft for the
coming fiscal year is limited to procurement
of nine medium-range recovery aircraft at a
total cost of $14,636,000. These nine will re-
place nine alreraft which are presently over-
age. As a matter of fact, 41 of the type of air-
craft to be replaced will be overage during
the coming year. The committee hopes that
the necessary request will be forthcoming
from the Coast Guard for fiscal 1970 for the
replacement of the remaining 32 of these air-
craft.

A very considerable number of shore facil-
ities are over 50 years of age and their re-
placement is imperative both in the interests
of safety and efficiency. It is the committee’s
view that this program has been moving at
too slow a pace, but in view of present fiscal
consideration, there is little opportunity to
speed it up at the moment. The improve-
ments and replacements are to be made at a
number of stations around the country and
consist of construction of family quarters and
operational buildings, as well as improve-
ments to plers and moorings.

The small stations to be funded during the
current year include the Siuslaw River Sta-
tion at Florence, Oreg.; the station at Ho-
bucken, N.C.; Juneau, Alaska; Port Allerton
Station at Hull, Mass.; Grays Harbor, West-
port, Wash.; Port Aransas, Tex.; Cape San
Blas loran station, Gulf County, Fla.; and
Bayfleld, Wis.; the establishment of a station
at Cape Charles City, Va., and construction
of a new station at Annapolis, Md. As a part
of a major plan a station is to be established
in New Haven, Conn., Fort Totten, N.Y,, and
Eaton’'s Neck Station is to be modernized to
serve the needs of western Long Island
Sound.

In addition, the Coast Guard base at San
Juan, P.R., requires extensive remewal, and
the contemplated work includes replacement
of existing bulkhead, dredging, paving, and
the construction of a barracks, galley, and
messhall basically to serve the needs for the
air station personnel.

The same situation with respect to the
need for the replacement of dock facilities
and plers exists at the Coast Guard base in
Honolulu, Hawaii, and requires construc-
tion of a new dock and mooring facilities. In
many of these cases, the construction of new
facilities, in fact, represents a substantial
saving by reason of the fact that the exist-
ing installations are requiring increasing
maintenance merely to prevent their total
collapse. Among the larger items required
for continued proper functioning of the
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Coast Guard are the construction of build-
ings at the Coast Guard air station at Mo-
bile, Ala. This station was commissioned in
December 1966 by utilizing a previously de-
commissioned Alr Force facility. Since the
closing of the Bermuda station and the
training station at Savannah, Ga., the plan
is to base and train helicopter crews for ice-
breakers and other functions at the Mobile
site. It has become necessary to construct
barracks and various other facilities to ac-
commodate the additional men. It is pro-
posed to increase the personnel from the
present total of 188 to 354 as required by
the expanded functions to be administered
at that base.

It is proposed to construct a new major
base at Portsmouth, Va., to replace and
consolidate existing facllities. The plers pres-
ently in use for mooring large cutters are
in very poor condition and will be inade-
quate for the new and larger cutters pres-
ently being placed in operation. In addition,
the barracks are substandard and do not
justify rehabilitation. While the present bill
does not provide for replacement of these
barracks, as the various facilities in the area
are consolidated, it will be necessary in the
near future to construct an industrial base,
supply depot station, and family housing
area as well. The effect of this development
will be to consolidate various scattered facil-
ities in the Portsmouth area.

A similar development is being under-
taken at the base at Yerba Buena Island
in California. It is proposed to combine units
presently located in San Francisco and the
surrounding area, and to this end it is pro-
posed to construct piars, barracks, and in-
dustrial facilities. This particular develop-
ment will facilitate the efficlent handling of
search and rescue cases and will permit the
use of larger vessels.

The request for construction of a sewage
disposal facility at Galveston, Tex, will elim-
inate the flow of raw sewage Into Galves-
ton Harbor and will meet Federal stand-
ards. The total cost of the plant will be $100,-
000 and in view of the gains to be achieved
it is extremely desirable.

A further development of the Portsmouth
Harbor Station at New Castle, N.H., will en-
tail dredging the construction of a pier and
small buildings. At present, two medlum-
endurance cutters are based there and con-
struction of a new pier is necessary to permit
mooring of the two vessels without the
prospect of damage because of inadequate
facilities.

The major repair facilities maintained by
the Coast Guard is the yard at Curtis Bay,
Md. SBince 1964, a program has continued to
replace and consolidate facilities of that yard
to permit greater efficiency. The present pro-
gram calls for modification of certain bulld-
ings and consolidation of metalshop, paint-
shop, and relocation of machinery. It is ex-
pected that additional improvements will be
made over the coming years which will serve
to provide better service to the fleet and,
hopefully, savings to justify the improve-
ments,

In the course of its operations, the Coast
Guard maintains more than 45,000 aids to
navigation. In order to maintain their high
standards of efficlency, maintenance stand-
ards must be adequate and from time to
time replacements of damaged or obsolete
alds must be made. In addition, changed
conditions and shipping requirements in cer-
tain areas demand relocation of these facili-
ties. At the same time, rivers and harbors
improvement projects by the Corps of Engi-
neers demand installation of new facilities.
By reason of the fact that these conditions
are changing daily it is impossible to pin-
point the actual locations improvements will
be made.

At the committee hearing, the Coast Guard
listed a number of such projects that are
high on its priority list. It may well be that
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some or all of these will be deferred to future
years because of higher priority of items
which will develop during the coming fiseal
year. In connection with the program, there
is a continulty practice of replacement of
manned light stations. Where feasible, the
Coast Guard proposes to continue its pro-
gram to convert manned stations to auto-
matic stations and it is anticipated that this
program will materially reduce the number
of men required at the selected stations,
Again, by reason of changing conditions, it
is impossible to give assurance that the sta-
tion named by the Coast Guard will be im-
proved during the coming fiscal year. As part
of the program, it is proposed to replace
three existing lightships with elther large
navigational buoys or a combination of float-
ing and shore aids. At present, 18 lightships
are operating, of which six are over 40 years
old and which should be replaced. It is pro-
posed to replace three of these during the
current year. While this program is lagging,
it should be pointed out that since 1961 10
lightships have been replaced and the cur-
rent authorization provides for an additional
three.

In the field of personnel training, Coast
Guard maintains facilitles at its Reserve
training center in Yorktown, Va., at the
training center in Alameda, Calif., and at
Cape May, N.J. Many of the buildings at these
locations date to World War II and have
reached the end of their useful lives. Con-
tinued use of these buildings necessitate a
large amount of maintenance and the in-
creasing demand of the service for more men
to meet its needs requires expansion of some
of the facilities. In general, the programs are
continuing ones, with the replacement of
the most deteriorated buildings being sched-
uled for the earliest dates. It is proposed to
construct an enlisted men's galley and mess
bullding at the training center in Yorktown,
Va., and to construct and outfit an advanced
enginemen’s school at that point. This lat-
ter would provide training for officer candi-
dates and limited advanced specialized train-
ing for Coast Guard officers. The increasingly
sophisticated equipment with which the
Coast Guard is working requires greater
training for its personnel, and the estab-
lishment of this school will provide the nec-
essary tralned men for the newer vessels
being placed in service.

The two centers maintained at Cape May,
N.J., and at Alameda, Calif., are designed to
provide facilities for the indoctrination of
recruits. At Cape May, the present gymna-
silum and swimming pool are in extremely
poor condition, This has necessitated perma--
nent evacuation of these units. By fiscal
year 1969, there will be a requirement for
1,500 recruits and appropriate facilities must
be provided for their training. Since 1962, an
administration building, three barracks, and
a powerplant have been constructed and this:
present program will continue the updating
of the facility. It is proposed to construct a
medical-dental building to replace the pres-
ent administration-infirmary bullding, A new
administration bullding has been funded and
construction of this medical-dental building
appears to be amply justified in the light of
ti:e development program being undertaken
there.

Virtually the same situation exlsts at Ala-
meda, Calif., which is the west coast training
center, The remaining barracks are World
War II buildings of frame construction and
their further maintenance is unjustified. It is
proposed to replace them with a 500-man
building of reinforced concrete which will be
not only safer but far more economical than
the existing bulldings.

As a part of the continued replacement
and expansion of Coast Guard facilities, a
program of site survey and deslgn must be
provided. That proposed for 1969 1s slightly
over twice the figure for the current year
and includes acquisition of sites at Houston,




15140

Tex., the Coast Guard Academy at New Lon-
don, Conn., and other locations. This work
is necessary to provide a basis for planning
of future construction at those sites, and
the increase is justified by reason of the in-
clusion of site acquisition in the total.

Last year, for the first time, the Coast
Guard acquired responsibility from the Corps
of Engineers under the Truman-Hobbs Act
for alternation of bridges over navigable
waters, Under the law, the Secretary of
Transportation makes a determination with
respect to those bridges that are obstructive
to free navigation and these obstacles are
removed on a cost-sharing basis by the
Government and bridge owner. The present
projects include replacement of the Berwick
Bay Bridge, Morgan City, La., and the Calu-
met River bridges at Chicago, Ill. It 1s esti-
mated that the total cost of these two proj-
ects will run in the neighborhood of $28
million, of which $5,800,000 is provided in
this bill.

One of the major deficiencies in the Coast
Guard is in the area of providing sufficient
and suitable public family quarters. The per-
centage of Coast Guard personnel in Govern-
ment housing is far below that of the other
armed services and has a detrimental ef-
fect on reenlistments because of the morale
factor. The provision for funds in this bill
is in the amount of $8 million for this pur-

ose,

p The committee reiterates the fact that the
Coast Guard has been far too conservative in
its program on replacement of its high-en-
durance cutters and that the addition of
two of these units is more than justified by
the physical condition of its fleet and the
increasing demands for its service.

The committee is of the view that this bill
represents the minimum needs of the Coast
Guard and urges its enactment.

COST OF LEGISLATION

The total cost of the legislation is $136
million.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The hill
is open to amendment. If there be no
amendment to be proposed, the question
is on the third reading and passage of
the bill.

The bill (H.R. 15224) was ordered to
a third reading, was read the third time,
and passed.

THE CALENDAR

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate pro-
ceed to the consideration of Calendar
No. 1122, and that the remainder of the
calendar be considered in sequence.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

FLATHEAD RESERVATION, MONT.

The Senate proceeded to consider the
bill (S. 2701) to provide for sale or ex-
change of isolated tracts of tribal lands
on the Flathead Reservation, Mont.,
which had been reported from the Com-
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs,
with amendments, on page 1, at the be-
ginning of line 3 strike out:

That the Confederated Salish and EKoot-
enal Tribes of the Flathead Reservation,
Montana, may dispose of or acquire tribal
lands within the exterior boundaries of the
reservation in trust on the conditions here-
inafter set forth, which transactions may
be accomplished by any combination of
cash, terms, or exchange with or without
the glving or receipt of boot.

Sec. 2. Sald Confederated Tribes may dis-
pose of lands beneficially owned by them
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and held by the United States in trust
only as to the following lands:

And, in lieu thereof, insert:

That upon request of the Confederated
Salish and Kootenai Tribes of the Flathead
Reservation, Montana, acting through their
governing body, the Secretary of the In-
terior is authorized to dispose of the follow-
ing described fribal lands within the ex-
terior boundarjes of the reservation by sale
at not less than fair market value or by ex-
change: Provided, That the values of any
lands so exchanged either shall be approxi-
mately equal in fair market value, or if they
are not approximately equal the values shall
be equalized by the payment of cash to the
grantor or to the Secretary as the circum-
stances require:

On page 5, after line 13, strike out:

Sec. 3. Sald Confederated Tribes may ac-
quire Indian or non-Indian-owned lands in
trust to hold for tribal use or for alienation
to tribal members in trust. The authority
herein contained is in addition to existing
authority to acquire tribal lands.

Sec. 4, Any transfer of lands hereunder
shall be subject to the prior approval of the
Secretary of the Interior or his authorized
representative.

And, in lieu thereof, insert:

Sec. 2. Upon request of the Confederated
Salish and Eootenal Tribes, the Secretary of
the Interior is authorized to acquire Indian
or non-Indian-owned lands within the res-
ervation boundaries for such tribes, and such
lands may be held for tribal use or for sale to
tribal members. Title to lands acquired pur-
suant to this authority shall be taken in the
name of the United States in trust for the
tribes or individual for whom the land is ac-
quired.

So as to make the bill read:
8. 2701

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That upon
request of the Confederated Salish and
Kootenal Tribes of the Flathead Reservation,
Montana, acting through their governing
body, the Secretary of the Interior is author-
ized to dispose of the following described
tribal lands within the exterior boundaries
of the reservation by sale at not less than
falr market value or by exchange: Provided,
That the values of any lands so exchanged
either shall be approximately equal in fair
market value, or if they are not approxi-
mately equal the values shall be equalized
by the payment of cash to the grantor or to
the Secretary as the circumstances require:

Township 17 north, range 20 west, M.P.M.,

section 6 lots 2, 3, 4, containing 118.563
acres.

Township 18 north, range 21 west, M.P.M.,

section 20 north half north half northwest
quarter southeast quarter, containing 10.00
acres.

Township 19 north, range 21 west, MP.M,,

section 26 south half northeast quarter,
containing 80.00 acres.

Township 20 north, range 21 west, M.P.M.,

section 1 northeast quarter southwest
gquarter, containing 40.00 acres.

Township 22 north, range 22 west, M.P.M.,

section 3 north half southeast quarter,
containing 80.00 acres.

Township 19 north, range 23 west, M.P.M,,

section 6 mnortheast quarter southwest
quarter, containing 40.00 acres;

section 35 south half northeast quarter,
southeast quarter northwest quarter, north-
east quarter southeast quarter, containing
160.00 acres.

Township 20 north, range 23 west, M.P.M,,

section 15 northeast quarter, southeast
quarter northwest quarter, containing 200.00
acres;
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section 17 west half southwest quarter,
containing 80,00 acres;

section 18 southeast quarter northeast
quarter, east half southeast quarter, con-
taining 120.00 acres;

section 20 northwest quarter southwest
quarter, containing 40.00 acres;

section 30 northeast quarter southeast
quarter, containing 40.00 acres;

section 29 west half southwest quarter
southwest gquarter southwest quarter, con-
taining 5.00 acres;

section 32 northwest quarter northwest
quarter northwest quarter northwest quarter,
containing 2.50 acres.

Township 22 north, range 23 west, M.P.M.,

section 9 southwest quarter northeast
quarter, southeast quarter northwest quar-
ter, east half southwest quarter, west half
southeast quarter, containing 240.00 acres.

Township 23 north, range 23 west, M.P.M.,

section 3 southwest quarter northeast
guarter, containing 40.00 acres;

section 5 west half southeast quarter
northwest quarter, southwest guarter north-
west quarter, containing 60.00 acres;

section 17 southeast quarter southeast
quarter, containing 40.00 acres;

section 19 lots 2 and 4, southeast quarter
northwest gquarter, containing 103.21 acres.

Township 24 north, range 23 west, M.P.M.,,

section 19 southwest quarter northeast
quarter, northeast quarter southwest quar-
ter, east half southeast quarter, containing
160.00 acres;

section 20 southwest quarter southwest
quarter, containing 40.00 acres;

section 30 northeast quarter northeast
quarter, containing 40.00 acres.

Township 23 north, range 24 west, MP.M,,

section 1 northeast quarter southwest
quarter, containing 40.00 acres;

sectlon 3 mnorthwest quarter southeast
quarter, containing 40.00 acres;

section 24 northeast quarter southeast
quarter northeast quarter, south half south-
east quarter northeast quarter, southeast
quarter southeast quarter southeast quarter,
containing 40.00 acres.

Township 24 north, range 24 west, MP.M,,

section 1 lot 2, containing 26.10 acres;

section 35 northwest quarter northeast
quarter, containing 40.00 acres.

Sec. 2. Upon request of the Confederated
Salish and Eootenal Tribes, the Secretary of
the Interlor is authorized to acquire Indian
or non-Indian-owned lands within tue res-
ervation boundaries for such tribes, and
such lands may be held for tribal use or for
sale to tribal members. Title to lands acquired
pursuant to this authority shall be taken in
the name of the United States In trust for
the tribes or individual for whom the land
is acquired.

The amendments were agreed to.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
for a third reading, was read the third
time, and passed.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the Recorp an excerpt from the report
(No. 1143), explaining the purposes of
the bill.

There being no objection, the excerpt
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

PURFOSE

The purpose of 8. 6701, introduced by Sen-
ators Mansfield and Metcalf, is to authorize
the disposal of certain lsolated tracts of land
on the reservation presently owned by the
Salish and Kootenal Tribes of the Flathead
Reservation, and to authorize the Tribes to
acquire Indian- or non-Indian-owned lands
to be held in trust for tribal use or con-
veyance to tribal members in trust. Any
transfer of lands under the bill would he
subject to the prior approval of the Secre-
tary of the Interior,
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NEED

The Flathead Reservation was set aside
by the treaty of July 16, 18556 (12 Stat. 875).
The entire reservation, comprising 1,243,969
acres, is within the watershed of the Flat-
head River. Allotments were made in the
early 1900's and the reservation lands sur-
plus-to-needs for allotment purposes were
opened to homestead entry in 1910, Allotted
lands, for the most part, were located on
slopes, in the foothills, and in the moun-
tains. Except for these scattered tracts
throughout the reservation, practically all of
the remaining tribal lands are in high and
rough mountains that form the borders of
the reservation on all sides except in the
northwest corner. None of the lsolated tracts
amounting to 2,000 acres are within the Flat-
head irrigation project.

The tribes plan to sell or exchange these
specific tracts and reinvest the proceeds in
their land-acquisition program, Although the
Indian Reorganization Act of June 18, 1934,
contains ample authority for the Secretary
to acquire lands for the use and benefit of
the tribes, the authority contained in the
bill is necessary if the tribes are to be per-
mitted to sell the scattered tracts presently
owned by the tribes, or to resell any of the
acquired lands to individual members.

More than 30 years ago the Salish and
EKootenal Tribes recognized the need of a
land-acquisition program to consolidate Indi.
an landholdings. Over the years the tribes
have acquired 149,471 acres of land for tribal
use at a cost of approximately $1,759,000,
thereby increasing the total tribal acreage to
558,389 acres. In addition, 60,293 acres are
held in trust for tribal members.

The general purpose of the land-acquisi-
tion program has been to obtain through pur-
chase and exchange grazing and timbered
lands on the reservation that are needed by
the tribes and its members to facilitate the
operation of family-sized range and farm
units, to provide better management for
range and timbered lands, to reduce the
acreage held in multiple ownership, to pro-
vide the tribes with ingress and egress to
their lands, to provide sources of water for
surrounding tribal range lands, and to help
improve the economy of tribal members.
8. 2701 is simply one more step in the further-
ance of this program.

AMENDMENTS

The committee has adopted two amend-
ments suggested by the Department of the
Interior, The first amendment would au-
thorize the Secretary of the Interior to dis-
pose of the land upon the request of the
tribal governing body at not less than the
falr market value. The second amendment
deletes present sections 3 and 4 of the bill
and adds a new section 2. This new section
authorizes the Secretary of the Interior, upon
request of the tribes, to acquire Indian- or
non-Indian-owned lands, and such lands
may be held for tribal use or sold to tribal
members. Title to the lands would be taken
by the United States in trust for the tribes
or individuals for whom the lands are
acquired.

COoST

The enactment of the bill will involve no
Federal cost.

NORTHERN CHEYENNE INDIAN
RESERVATION

The Senate proceeded to consider the
bill (H.R. 5704) to grant minerals, in-
cluding oil, gas, and other natural de-
posits on certain lands in the Northern
Cheyenne Indian Reservation to certain
Indians which had been reported from
the Committee on Interior and Insular
Affairs, with an amendment, on page 2,
after line 8, strike out:
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Bec. 2. Any allottee on the Northern Chey-
enne Indian Reservation, or any heir or
devisee of an allottee, or the Northern
Cheyenne Tribe, may commence in the
United States Distriet Court for the District
of Montana an action against the United
States to determine whether the provisions
of section 3 of the Act of June 3, 1926, as
amended, which provided that at the end of
fifty years the minerals in allotted land
shall become the property of the allottees
or their heirs or devisees, gave the allottees
a constitutionally protected interest. The
court shall have jurisdiction to hear and
determine the action, and an appeal from
its judgment may be taken as provided by
law. If the court determines that the allot-
tee has a right that may not be taken with-
out just compensation, the first section of
this Act shall cease to have any force or
effect, and the provisions of section 3 of
the Act of June 3, 1926, as amended by the
Acts of July 24, 1947, and September 21,
1961, shall thereupon be carried out as fully
as if section 3 had not been amended by
this Act.

Any actlon pursuant to this section shall
be commenced within two years from the
date of this Act, and no court shall have
jurisdiction to hear and determine an action
for such purpose commenced thereafter.

And, in lieu thereof, insert:

Sec. 2. The Northern Cheyenne Tribe is
authorized to commence in the United States
District Court for the District of Montana
an action against the allottees who received
allotments pursuant to the Act of June 3,
1926, as amended, their heirs or devisees,
either individually or as a class, to deter-
mine whether under the provisions of the
Act of June 3, 1926, as amended, the allottees,
their heirs or devisees, have received a vested
property right in the minerals which is pro-
tected by the fifth amendment. The United
States District Court for the District of Mon-
tana shall have jurisdiction to hear and de-
termine the action and an appeal from its
judgment may be taken as provided by law.
If the court determines that the allottees,
their heirs or devisees, have a vested interest
in the minerals which is protected by the
fifth amendment, or if the tribe does not
commence an action as here authorized with-
in two years from the date of this Act, the
first section of this Act shall cease to have
any force or effect, and the provisions of
section 3 of the Act of June 3, 1926, as
amended by the Acts of July 24, 1947, and
September 21, 1961, shall thereupon be car-
ried out as fully as if section 3 had not been
amended by this Act.

The amendment was agreed to.

The amendment was ordered to be en-
grossed and the bill to be read a third
time.

The bill was read the third time, and
passed.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
wish to say for the record that the
Northern Cheyennes and the Sioux In-
dians were responsible for the defeat of
General Custer at the Battle of Little Big
Horn 92 years ago this month.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the REcorp an
excerpt from the report (No. 1145), ex-
plaining the purposes of the bill.

There being no objection, the excerpt
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

PURPOSE

The purpose of HR. 5704, as amended and
passed by the House of Representatives, is
to provide for a reservation in perpetuity,
for the benefit of the Northern Cheyenne
Indlan Tribe, of the minerals on or under-
lying the allotted lands on the Northern
Cheyenne Indlan Reservation. The commit-
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tee also considered a similar bill (8. 1120)
introduced by Senators Metcalf and Mans-
field.

NEED

The Northern Cheyenne Allotment Act of
June 3, 1926, provided that all minerals in
the allotted lands on the reservation were
reserved to the tribe for a period of 50 years.
The act provided that at the end of the 50
years the minerals will become the property
of the allottees or their heirs. The 50-year
period will expire on June 3, 1976,

The mineral resources of the reservation
have not been extensively developed. The
only significant income has been from oil
and gas bonuses and rentals ($520,260) and
a bonus from the sale of two coal expiration
permits ($11,390). There has been no pro-
duction under any of them.

If the mineral resources are reserved to
the tribe in perpetulty, the income can be
used for the benefit of all tribal membhers.
If the minerals are allowed to become the
property of the individual allottees, some
persons will benefit greatly, and others will
not benefit at all, depending upon where the
minerals happen to be found. The tribe,
speaking through its general council, and
the Department of the Interior, believe that
it would be in the best interest of the In-
dians to keep the minerals in the ownership
of the tribe for the benefit of all members.
No opposition to the bill has been expressed.

As amended and passed by the House, H.R.
5704 would reserve the minerals for the ben-
efit of the tribe in perpetuity, rather than
for an additional 42 years as provided in the
original bill. This provision was recom-
mended by the Department of the Interior
because a reservation for the original 50
years plus an additional 42 years, a total
of 92 years, at the end of which time the
minerals become the property of the heirs
of the original allottees, would create an ex-
tremely difficult and costly requirement for
determining the heirs. Inasmuch as the pur-
pose of the bill is to retain the title in the
tribe until the minerals have been substan-
tlally extracted, it would be unreasonable to
go through the heirship procedure. The pro-
vision makes this bill consistent with a sim-
ilar bill recently passed by the Congress with
respect to the Crow Tribe (8. 1119).

Another provision of the House bill (sec.
2) is intended to safeguard the United States
against a possible claim for damages. It is
not entirely clear from the terms of the 1926
Allotment Act whether the allottees have a
present property right in the minerals, effec-
tive at the end of 50 years, which may not
be taken without the payment of just com-
pensation, or whether they have only an ex-
pectancy, which is not a compensable inter-
est.

COMMITTEE AMENDMENT

The Bureau of the Budget has recom-
mended that in lieu of section 2 of H.R. 65704,
as passed by the House, there be inserted in
the bill language which would authorize the
Northern Cheyenne Tribe to commence an
action in the U.S. District Court for the Dis-
trict of Montana against the allottees who
received allotments, or their heirs, pursuant
to the 1926 act, as amended. If the court de-
termines that the allottees have a vested
interest in the minerals which is protected
by the fifth amendment, or if the tribe does
not commence an action within 2 years from
the date of this act, the first section of the
act will cease to have any force or effect, and
the provisions of section 8 of the 1926 act, as
amended, would be carried out as if that
section had not been amended by H.R. 5704.
The committee believes that there is no need
for the United States to be a party to such
an action and that the onus should be on
the tribe to initiate litigation to resolve pos-
sible conflicting claims to the minerals.

COST

The enactment of the bill will involve no
Federal cost.
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UTE MOUNTAIN TRIBE

The bill (H.R. 14922) to amend Public
Law 90-60 with respect to judgment
funds of the Ute Mountain Tribe was
considered, ordered to a third reading,
read the third time, and passed.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in the
REecorp an excerpt from the report (No.
1144), explaining the purposes of the bill.

There being no objection, the excerpt
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

PURPOSE

The purpose of H.R. 14922 is to permit the
Ute Mountain Tribe to use its portion of an
Indian Claims Commission judgment in favor
of the Confederated Bands of Ute Indians.
The Ute Mountain Tribe's portion of the
judgment is $1,441,002.24.

NEED

The judgment was divided between the
three Ute groups entitled thereto pursuant
to the act of August 1, 1960, Public Law 80-60.
The other two groups were thz Ute Indian
Tribe of the Uintah and Ouray Reservation,
and the Southern Ute Tribe. These two
groups were authorized by that act to use
their portions of the judgment on the basis
of plans that had been prepared and ap-
proved by the Secretary of the Interior, and
reviewed by this committee.

Public Law 90-60 did not authorize the Ute
Mountain Tribe to use its portion of the
judgment because at that time no plan for its
use had been prepared.

The Ute Mountain Tribe's plan has since
been prepared, and is summarized in the re-
port of the Department of the Interior. Use
of the money as proposed should contribute
substantially to the continued social and eco-
nomic improvement of the tribe.

COST

No expenditure of Federal funds is in-
volved.

LOWER BRULE SIOUX RESERVA-
TION AND CROW CREEK SIOUX
RESERVATION

The Senate proceeded to consider the
bill (S. 203) to amend section 13(b) of
the acts of October 3, 1962, and for other
purpases, which had been reported from
the Committee on Interior and Insular
Affairs, with an amendment, on page 2,
line 8, after the word “amended” strike
out “to permit the institution of suit by
individual Indians rejecting payment
within one year from the date of this
amendment.”, and insert “by striking out
the words ‘within one year after the date
of rejection.’, and by inserting ‘, or by
the Un'ted States fo determine just
compensation, on or before September 1,
1969." ”’; so as to make the bill read:

5. 203

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That section
13(b) of the Act of October 3, 1962 (76 Stat.
608), entit'ed “An Act to provide for the
acquisition of and the payment for indi-
vidual Indian and tribal lands of the Lower
Brule Sioux Reservation in South Dakota,
required by the United States for the Big
Bend Dam and Reservolr project on the Mis-
souri River, and for the rehabilitation, social,
and economic development of the members
of the tribe, and for other purposes'”, and
section 13(b) of the Act of October 3, 1962
(76 Stat. T04), entitled “An Act to provide
for the acquisition of and the payment for
individual Indian and tribal lands of the
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Crow Creek Sioux Reservation in South Da-
kota, required by the Unifted States for the
Big Bend Dam and Reservoir project on the
Missouri River, and for the rehabilitation,
soclal, and economic development of the
members of the tribe, and for other pur-
poses”, are hereby amended by striking out
the words “within one year after the date of
rejection.”, and by inserting “, or by the
United States to determine just compensa-
tion, on or before September 1, 1969."

The amendment was agreed to.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
for a third reading, was read the third
time, and passed.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the Recorp an excerpt from the report
(No. 1146), explaining the purposes of
the bill.

There being no objection, the excerpt
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,

as follows:
PURPOSE

The purpose of S. 203, introduced by Sen-
ators Mundt and McGovern, is to amend sec-
tion 3(b) of Public Law 87-734 and Public
Law 87-735 to extend the time in which an
individual Indian who was not willing to
accept the amount offered for his property
to obtain a judicial determination of just
compensation.

These two acts provided for the legislative
taking of certain lands of the Crow Creek
and Lower Brule Indian Reservations needed
for the Big Bend Dam and Reservoir. Com-
pensation for the land was on the basls of
a negotiated payment specified in the bills,
The negotiated amount was binding on the
tribes, but under the provislons of sections
13(b) of each act individual Indians who
were not willing to accept the amounts of-
fered were given the right to obtain a judicial
determination of just compensation. Sec-
tions 13(b) further stipulated that any such
action by individual Indians would have to
be commenced within 1 year after the enact-
ment of the bills. It was therefore mandatory
that these actions be commenced no later
than October 3, 1963.

NEED

At present there are 20 Indian landowners
on the Crow Creek Reservation and nine
Indian landowners on the Lower Brule
Reservation who rejected the proffered pay-
ments but who failed to start a judicial ac-
tion within the time limitation. The amounts
tendered and rejected by these individual
Indians were placed in indlvidual Indian
money accounts. Indians involved were per-
mitted to withdraw up to 90 percent of the
payments tendered and the balance of 10
percent was required to be withheld from
disbursement pending a final judiclal deter-
mination. The Committee understands that
the Indians have withdrawn the 90 percent
allowable in each instance, thus only a small
amount remains in the IIM accounts which
cannot be disbursed.

The Department has been unable to ascer-
tain all of the specific reasons why judicial
proceedings were not commenced by the in-
dividual Indians within the time limitation.

It was the responsibility of the individual
Indian landowners who rejected the offer to
obtain legal counsel to bring a sult within 1
year after the rejection of the offer. How-
ever, since some of the amounts were not very
large there was an attempt to consolidate the
individual claims into a few such actions so
one attorney could represent all of the in-
dividual landowners and most individuals
were under the impression that the matter
was being handled by the tribal attorney
who was representing the respective tribes
at the time of the rejections. Due to the con-
fusion and lack of understanding of the laws,
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it appears that 1 year was an insufficlent
period of time to consolidate claims and file
a suit.

AMENDMENT

The Department of Justice has recom-
mended an amendment to provide that if in-
dividual Indians do not file suit within the
time limit provided in the bill, then the Jus-
tice Department will do so.

The committee adopted this recommenda-
tion and has further amended the bill to
include language that makes a specific
change in the two acts of the 87th Congress
to permit the filing of a suit on the part of
the Indians to a date not beyond September
1, 1969.

COST

Enactment of S. 203 will involve no sub-

stantial Federal cost.

LOWER BRULE AND CROW CREEK
INDIAN RESERVATION

The joint resolution (S.J. Res. 157) fo
supplement Public Law 87-734 and Pub-
lic Law 87-735 which took title to cer-
tain lands in the Lower Brule and Crow
Creek Indian Reservation was consid-
ered, ordered to be engrossed for a third
reading, read the third time, and passed,
as follows:

S.J. Res. 157

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled, That the Secretary of
the Interior shall pay to the persons who
owned unrestricted Interests in the lands
taken by the enactment of Public Law 87-734
and Public Law 87-735, or to their heirs, un-
less they previously have been compensated,
from the funds appropriated pursuant to
such public laws, the amounts apportioned
by the Secretary to their respective interests.
Payment shall be made only on the basis of
a clalm filed with the Secretary within one
year from the date of this Act. The SBecretary
shall take such action as he deems feasible
to notify the persons who he believes are
entitled to file claims, but the failure to re-
ceive such notice shall not affect the provi-
slons of this Act. Any sum not timely claimed
and paid shall be credited to the account of
the tribe occupying the reservation where the
land is located, and no further claim with
respect thereto shall be recognized by the
United States. Acceptance of a payment pur-
suant to this Act shall be deemed to be a
release of any further claim by such person
against the United States based on such tak-
ing, unless the person accepting payment
notifies the Secretary in writing at the time
of payment that he regards the payment as
less than just compensation, and that he in-
tends to commence a judicial proceeding un-
der other provisions of law to recover addi-
tional compensation. No such judicial pro-
ceeding shall be entertained by any court
unless it is commenced within three months
after tender of payment by the Secretary.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the Recorp an excerpt from the report
(No. 139), explaining the purposes of
the resolution.

There being no objection, the excerpt
was ordered to be printed in the Recorb,
as follows:

PURPOSE

The purpose of Senate Joint: Resolution
157, introduced by Senator McGovern as a
result of an executive communication from
the Department of the Interlor, is to supple-
ment Public Law 87-734 and Public Law
87-735 whizh took certain Indian land for
Blg Bend Dam and Reservoir projact.
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NEED

Section 1(a) (1) of both acts of October 3,
1962 (76 Stat. 698) and (76 Stat. 704), pro-
vide that the sums of $825,000 for the taking
of the Lower Brule Sioux Reservation lands
and $355,000 for taking of lands of the Crow
Creek Sioux Reservation be disbursed in ac-
cordance with the provisions of section 2
of each act. Section 2(b) of both acts pro-
vide the amount paid pursuant to section
1(a) (1) of these acts shall be allocated in
accordance with Indian ownership schedules
prepared by the Secretary of the Interior,
after consultation with the Lower Brule
Tribal Council and the Crow Creek Tribal
Council, respectively, to correct known errors
and to insure fair and equitable allocation.
Section 2(b) of each act provides that these
schedules shall reflect the amounts agreed
upon by the Secretary of the Army and the
Secretary of the Interlor as the basis for
negotiation, after appropriate acreage ad-
Jjustments, increased by a uniform percentage
to equal the amounts paid. The schedules
prepared in accordance with the provisions of
these acts included some nontrust or unre-
stricted interests owned by non-Indians,
Canadian Indians, Indians of terminated
tribes and other Indians.

This resolution would supplement both of
the aforementioned acts in order to provide
a means whereby payment may be made to
those individuals who, due to the language
contained in the acts, have not been paid for
the taking of their lands.

As of January 2, 1968, there was a balance
of $8,128.34 in an IIM (individual Indian
money) account which is available to cover
the payment to those individuals for the
taking of fee lands on the Crow Creek Sloux
Reservation. There was also a balance of
$1,185.32 as of January 2, 1968, in an IIM
account which is available to cover the pay-
ment to those individuals for the taking of
fee lands on the Lower Brule Reservation.

Enactment of the proposed joint resolu-
tion will permit the Secretary of the Interior
to use these funds to pay the persons, or
their heirs, for their unrestricted interests
in lands included in the schedules prepared
and taken by the enactment of the acts of
October 3, 1962, unless they previously have
been compensated. The joint resolution also
contains provisions regarding filing of
claims, credit of balances of moneys not
claimed to the tribes occupying the reserva-
tion where the land is located, release of
further claims, and the entertainment of
any judical proceeding pursuant to the pro-
visions of the resolution.

COST

Enactment of this resolution will involve
no substantial Federal cost.

GIFTS FOR THE BENEFIT OF
INDIANS

The bill (H.R. 14672) to amend the
act of February 14, 1931, relating to the
acceptance of gifts for the benefit of In-
dians was considered, ordered to a third
reading, read the third time, and passed.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr, President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the Recorp an excerpt from the report
(No. 1141), explaining the purposes of
the bill.

There being no objection, the excerpt
was ordered to be printed in the REcorb,

as follows:
PURPOSE

The purpose of H.R. 14672 is to permit the
Secretary of the Interior to accept and use
donations of property in furtherance of
any program authorized by other provisions
of law for the benefit of Indians. The bill
was transmitted to Congress by executive
communication from the Secretary of the
Interior.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

The committee also considered a com-
panion bill, S. 8275, introduced by Senator
Jackson.

NEED

The act of February 14, 1931, authorizes
the Secretary of the Interior to accept gifts
of real or personal property and to use them
for the benefit of an Indian school, hospital,
or other instit